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AT&T proDosed revisions 

9.2.6. Spectrum Management 

9.2.6.1 Qwest will provide 214 Wire nonloaded Loops, ADSL compatible 
Loops, ISDN capable Loops, xDSL-I capable Loops, DS-I capable Loops and 
DS-3 capable Loops (collectively referred to in this Section 9.2.6 as "xDSL 
Loops") in a non-discriminatory manner to permit CLEC to provide advanced 
services to its end user customers. Such Loops are defined herein and are in 
compliance with FCC requirements and guidelines defined in T I  E l  .417. 

9.2.6.2 When ordering xDSL Loops, CLEC will provide Qwest with 
appropriate information using NC/NCI codes to describe the power spectral 
density mask (PSD) for the type of technology CLEC will deploy. CLEC also 
agrees to notify Qwest of any change in advanced services technology that 
CLEC uses on the xDSL Loop. IWhat does this mean? Whv necessary? When 
does it applv? NEED TO DlSCUSS.1 Qwest agrees CLEC need not provide the 
speed or power at which the newly deployed or changed technology will kattfwtit: 
operate if the technology fits within a generic PSD mask. 

9.2.6.3 If CLEC wishes to deploy new technology not yet designated with 
a PSD mask, Qwest and CLEC agree to work cooperatively to determine 
spectrum compatibility. Qwest and CLEC agree, as defined by the FCC, that 
technology is presumed acceptable for deployment when it complies with existing 
industry standards, is approved by a standards body or by the FCC or 
Commission, of if technology has been 
a "significant degradation of service". 

deployed elsewhere without } 

9.2.6.4 Qwest recognizes that the analog T I  service traditionally used 
within its network is a "known disturber" as designated by the FCC. Qwest will 
spectrum manage this technology as defined in its spectrum policy and agrees 
that any future "known disturber" defined by the FCC or the Commission will be 
managed as required by FCC rules. IW hat does this mean? If spectrum 
interference issues arise that otherwise would deny deplvment of new service or 
if there is evidence of degradation of service, the analog T-1 service of Qwest will 
be removed from the binder group before other steps are taken that might limit 
CLEC deployment of advanced services within the binder group.] 

9.2.6.5 If either Qwest or CLEC claims a service is significantly degrading 
the performance of other advanced services or traditional voice band services, 
then that party must notify the deploying carrier and allow that carrier a 
reasonable opportunity to correct the problem. Any claims of network harm must 
be supported with specific and verifiable supporting information. To the extent 
such information resides largelv with Qwest, Qwest will provide timely and 
complete answers. Such information includes, but is not limited to, Upw~ 

iEr information to allow CLEC 
notification to causing carrier and binder woup specific trouble reports and 
resolution informaiton. & 



9.2.6.6 lif Qwest rejects CLEC request to deplov -advanced 
services technology on a Qwest-provided Unbundled Loop, such denial may be 
submitted for resolution under [dispute resolution section]. 



9.2.6. Spectrum Management 

9.2.6.1 Qwest will provide 214 Wire nonloaded Loops, ADSL compatible 
Loops, ISDN capable Loops, xDSL-I capable Loops, DS-I capable Loops and 
DS-3 capable Loops (collectively referred to in this Section 9.2.6 as "xDSL 
Loops") in a non-discriminatory manner to permit CLEC to provide advanced 
services to its end user customers. Such Loops are defined herein and are in 
compliance with FCC requirements and guidelines defined in T I  E l  .417. 

9.2.6.2 All carriers will deplov services that are in compliance with TI ,417 
and other applicable FCC requirements. For services that use 

T I  ,417 standard and applicable FCC requirements. For services 

of CO based services and remote terminal services existing in the 
!!!-a a r e d - e ~ . e d f r o m ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ . e . . ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ a ~ . " ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ e ~ . s ~  

!fYi!!!U.!!Y ... d ~ ~ ! o ~ a - s e ~ i - c  ~ - . . . ~ ~ ~ a . ~ - ~ . ~ - . t h . a t  wil~-ot~-n~a.!!~.-~.c~.~.~e. 
more I interference " than __ll_ll what ~ is allowed by .... the ._ T I  .4?7 standard 
and applicable FC C require rn en t s . Q.-Z 4Af!k?.n 

9.2.6.2.1 Analog T I  Technology. T I  ,417 allows for 72 deployment up to 
-- 6 kft f t - ~ ~  ." the 111 co as ~ a s . . . ! t . ~ ! ~ ~ - e ~ ~ ~ a ~ . ~ . d - b ~ n ~ ~ . f - ~ - T ~  
is beyond the 6 kft distance and interferina with another carrier's 
service, the carrier who deployed the T I  will have the option to 
cha~etheTl .~ t~o~HSDLorHDSL2technolog .~ . i f th~~.~s .  
under 10 kft or change it to HDSL4. 

9.2.6.2.2 . HDSL T ~ c h n o ~ o ~ . ~ T . l . . ~ 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ f ~ r . . ~ ~ . . D . s ~ ~ ! . o . ~ ~ - e . n ~ ~ - ~  ..... .... &. 

d e ~ ! - ~ ~ ~ h ~ ~ . ~ . s ~ c h . ~ o ! o g y _ " . ~ ! ! ! c h a n g c 3 ~ ~ ~ c ~ ! . ~ - ~ Y  ._to 

... 10 "l.ll....._ll...._..II...._.~...__II" kft from the CO. .- If HDSL .... is beyond ........................................................ the 10 kft distance and 
interfering with another carrier's sewice, the carrier who 

-...I" HDSL4. 

9.2.6.2.3 HDSL2 Technology. T I  .417 altows for HDSLZ deployment up to 

distance and interfering another carrier's service, the carrier 
who deployed the HDSL2 technology will change the 

.... 10.5 kft from the co* . If a HDSL2 is bEd_.th.e_ ..... l..0..5kfl 

k@.r_~QsJl_to.H!!su 

9.2.6.2.4 HDSL4 Technology. T I  .417 allows for HDSL4 deployment 



...,..__-~._.....__.__._I___. 9.2.6.2.5 Remote " Terminal ~ Technology_ ._..I_." No carrier "_ shall deploy xDSL or 
other Advanced Services from a remote terminal in a manner 

applicable FCC require~~et~ts. 

9.2.6.4 Qwest recognizes that the analog T I  service traditionally used 
within its network is a "known disturber" as designated by the FCC. Qwest will 

9.2.6.5 If either Qwest or CLEC claims a service is significantly degrading 
the performance of other advanced services or traditional voice band services, 
then that Party must notify the causing carrier and allow the causing carrier a 
reasonable opportunity to correct the problem. Upon request, within twenty-four 

tgM-fd.8)- -hours, Qwest CLEC with binder group 
including cable, pair, and rrier to allow CLEC to notify 

the causing carrier. 

9.2.6.6 If CLEC is unable to isolate trouble to a specific pair within the 
binder group, Qwest, upon receipt of a trouble resolution request, will perform a 
main frame pair by pair analysis and provide results to CLEC within five (5) 
business days. 

s.eA.i.Gs .t.Q_..reSQI% a ....... s ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ !  . . ~ .  ~ ~ ~ ~ e r ~ . n - c ~ u ~ ~ x  . ~ ~ . ~ ~ . . . ~ ~ . . n  &.!U.l?.C!!!f! 
~ undertaken __." bythe --"_l_."-._ interferinL-carrier __I__ .... ~.._""__~l_.__..__ or Qwest _--I_..___I,__" is ordered to ..I." l....l.l..._ do s o 4  I...." a state 
commission or other authorized dispute resolution body. 



Spectral Compatibility Issues of Intermediate Devices 
In figure 1 below, there are only wire center fed services and no remote terminal or repeaterhnplifier 
xDSL services. Since all services originate at the wire center, all signals are of equal strength relative to 
each other as they travel from the wire center through the FI and F2 cables. A household that is closer to 
the wire center does not adversely affect a household that is farther down the cable. Because services co- 
exist, households that are not subscribers today, have options from a number of carriers and service 
providers should they decide to become xDSL subscribers. 

Wire Center 

U 

Qwest 
xDSL 

Figure 1 

The Spectrum Management standard TI ,417 provides the guidelines to ensure that the wire center based 
services can co-exist. The co-existence that Tl.417 provides is based entirely upon symmetrical services 
self-limiting characteristics’ and all services having equal access to the loop plant at the wire center. The 
standard does not however address the issues that arise from repeatered services such as T1, HDSL, 
HDSL2 that are used by Qwest to deliver TI services nor does it address VDSL, ADSL, TI, HDSL, or 
HDSL2 services deployed by Qwest from a remote terminal. 

Figure 2 below shows the impact of Qwest adding a remote terminal to the loop plant that provides ADSL 
or VDSL services. When ADSL is deployed from a remote terminal and is fed into the F2 cable, it 
eliminates the possibility of Rhythms offering ADSL service from the wire center to any existing or future 
households on the same F2 cable. The elimination is because of the relative power levels of the signals 
from the wire center compared to those of the remote terminal. If the remote terminal was located at 
14,000 feet from the wire center, its ADSL signal would represent a power level that is approximately 
100,000 times that of the power level of the wire center ADSL signal. The remote deployed ADSL is 
higher because of the signal loss that the wire center ADSL has encountered whiled it traversed the F1 
cable. The two unequal signals traverse the same portion of the F2 cable, shown in red, where the higher 
remote terminal ADSL signal causes enough interference to the wire center ADSL signal to make it 
inoperable2. Because of this condition, existing Rhythms’ subscribers fed fi-om the wire center will go out 
of service as well as future Rhythms’ subscribers could not be serviced from the wire center in the serving 
area. 

Telcordia, Adtran, Conexant, Globespan, and Paradyne, “SDSL Reaches And DMT Rates Calculated for 1 

the Ft. Lauderdale Agreement,” TlEl.4/2000-057. 
ftp://ftp.tl .or& 1 e 1 /el .4/DIR2000/0e 140570.doc 

* Rhythms, “Performance of CO Deployed ADSL due to Crosstalk from RT Deployed ADSL,” 
TI El .4/2000-302. ftp://ftp.t 1 .org/t 1 e l/e 1.4/DIR2000/0e 143020.doc 

ftp://ftp.tl
ftp://ftp.t


Rhythms- 

Out-of-Service 

Wire Center 

' I  
F1 F2 

c 

\ 
AYVL 

Remote 
Terminal 

Figure 2 

The same condition is true for repeateredamplified services3 and remotely deployed VDSL services. 
VDSL is the same as an ADSL signal4 lowered by 20 dB. Qwest has not provided guidance for the 
deployment of these services to ensure that wireline network spectral integrity is maintained while helping 
to safeguard competitive neutrality. The lack of guidance is by no means an oversight as these services are 
currently only being deployed by Qwest. If Rhythms were deploying remote terminals with xDSL services 
that were jeopardizing Qwest's business, Qwest would certainly develop guidelines for the deployment of 
such devices. 

The ability to provide universal T1 services and remote ADSL services without causing interference to 
other carriers has been proposed in the ATIS TlE1.4 working group by incumbent carriers other than 
Qwest. In a paper presented at the TlEl  meeting in February 2001, it was shown and agreed that HDSL4, 
a transport technology used to deliver T1 services, could be deployed in a repeatered fashion without 
causing interference to ADSL or other xDSL services.' It was also shown at the February 2001meeting 
that remote deployments of ADSL do not have to cause interference to wire center based ADSL or other 
xDSL services.6 

Without guidelines on the deployment of remote terminals and repeaters/amplifiers to ensure that ALL 
carriers are maintaining the wireline network spectral integrity while helping to safeguard competitive 
neutrality, there is a distinct disadvantage to the competing carrier. 

Rhythms is not asking for a leg-up, only for a level playing field. 

Rhythms, "T1.417 Spectrum Management Annex G update," TlEl.4/2000-263. 

Verizon, " Impact and Performance of Reduced Power RT-deployed ADSL," T1E 1.4/2000-336. 

Telcordia Technologies, pursuant to work supported by BellSouth, SBC, and 

ftp://ftp.tl .or& 1 el /e 1.4/DIR2000/0e 142630.doc 

ftp://ftp.tl .or& le1 /e 1.4/DIR2000/OEI 43360.pdf 

Verizon, " Spectral Compatibility of Repeatered HDSL4," TlEl.4/2001-082. 
ftp://ftp.tl .org/tl el/e 1.4/Dir200 1/1 El40820.pdf 

Verizon, " More work on Spectrally Compatible RT-Based ADSL," TlE1.4/200 1-080. 
ftp://ftp.tl.org/t le  l/el.4/Dir200 l/lE140800.pdf 
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Telcordia Technologies, pursuant to work supported by BellSouth, SBC, and 
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Case No. USW-T-00-3 

In the Matter of US WEST Communications, 1nc.I~ Motion 
for an Alternative Procedure to Manage the Section 271 
Process. 

STATE OF IOWA 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

UTILITIES BOARD 

Docket No. INU-00-2 

IN RE: US WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE REGULATION 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF MONTANA 

Docket No. D2000.5.70 

IN THE MATTER OF the Investigation Into US West 
Communications, Inc.'s, Compliance with Section 271 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
Case No. PU-314-97-193 

US West Communications, Inc., Section 271 Compliance 
Investigation. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH 

Docket NO. 00-049-08 

In the Matter of the Application of US West 
Communications, Inc., for Approval of Compliance with 
47 U.S.C. s s  271(d) ( 2 )  (B). 

24 



25 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WYOMING 

Docket No. 70000-TA-00-599 

In the Matter of the Application of US West Corporation 
Regarding 271 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 
1996, Wyoming's Participation in a Multi-State Section 
271 Process, and Approval of Its Statement of Generally 
Available. 

BEFORE THE NEW MEXICO REGULATION COMMISSION 

Utility Case No. 3269 

IN THE MATTER OF Qwest Corporation's Section 271 
Application and Motion for Alternative Procedure to 
Manage the Section 271 Process 

WORKSHOP 6 

Pursuant to continuation, Technical Workshop 6 

was held at 8:OO a.m., May 1, 2001, at 3333 Quebec, 

Denver, Colorado, before Facilitators John Antonuk and 

Bill Binek. 

APPEARANCES 

(As noted in the transcript.) 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

MR. ANTONUK: I think we're ready to 

begin. Let's find out who is with us on the bridge 

before we get started with 8B. 

Hello on the bridge. We'll proceed 

without them. They've played catch-up before. 

Okay. 8B. 

MS. LISTON: Issue 8B is associated 

with MLT testing and a preorder MLT function. 

Currently Qwest provides MLT functions 

electronically through our  systems and it's for repair 

purposes. MLT is only available for services that are 

actually connected to the Qwest switch. So when you 

think about the MLT testing, we're really dealing with 

issues associated with resale or a UNE-P. An unbundled 

loop is not connected to a switch, and therefore MLT is 

not an appropriate test to be using for the unbundled 

loop. 

MR. STEESE: Can you quickly say what 

MLT stands for. 

MS. LISTON: MLT, mechanized loop test. 

It applies to copper facilities. 

We had quite a bit of discussion in 

Colorado around the MLT test and there was information 

shared about what other ILECs are doing with MLT. 
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We've done some investigation, found out the services 

that Qwest has in place for MLT does mirror what the 

other ILECs are doing and that is, it's available for 

switched services that are connected to an ILEC's 

switch, in this case the Qwest switch, and that on a 

preorder basis we didn't find any other ILEC that's 

doing MLT on a preorder. 

One of the problems and concerns that 

you get into is that it is an invasive test. When we 

say invasive, if someone is on-line and you go to do 

the test, you'll actually disconnect them, put them out 

o f  service. If you did it on a preorder basis and you 

did not own that customer already, you may be putting 

another customer out of service momentarily as you did 

the test. 

All of the ILECs, including Qwest, only 

allows MLT when you already own the customer. 

Primarily it's been used as a repair tool. 

MR. ANTONUK: But its availability even 

for repair is dependent upon connection to the Qwest 

switch? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. Also 

dependent on you owning the customer. 

MS. BEWICK: What information - -  if 

Qwest or another CLEC was to have access to the MLT 

6 
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test for preorder or whatever, let's say Sprint, and 

they put in a telephone number of - -  say it's a New 

Edge customer at that point in time for preorder 

purposes, what information do they have access to or 

would they have access to of the CLEC customer? There 

was a lot of discussion in Colorado around the fact 

that there may be some kind of testing that would be 

available once a gateway is developed but that Qwest 

didn't have a gateway. What's available if there's no, 

quote, fire wall-type situation? 

MS. LISTON: There's a couple different 

things. We talked about the MLT test and also about 

the LFAC data base. 

On the MLT test that's strictly going 

in and testing the actual loop. You can find your - -  

you can do a basic dial tone test on MLT to see if 

there's dial tone on the line. There's some basic 

tests that are done for repair. You can also get your 

loop length in directly through an MLT test. The MLT 

test gives you the ability to go in and run some 

performance metrics, so to speak, against that loop. 

When you talk about other pieces of 

information - -  in that scenario, if we use MLT, then 

they would be able to access your line, they would find 

out the overall lay, the quality of the line, and they 

7 
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information into the raw loop data tool as we created 

may put your customer momentarily out of business 

because they did an invasive test. 

We had quite a bit of discussion around 

LFAC issues and I'm not sure if that's something else 

you were thinking of in terms of you would have access 

to. I wanted to make sure I answered the question with 

the MLT . 

MS. BEWICK: You did. 

MS. KILGORE: I'm a little confused. 

I thought I heard in Colorado that Qwest does an MLT 

test on a regular basis. It's part of your network 

maintenance that you do; is that right? 

MS. LISTON: I did some additional 

investigation on the MLT since the Colorado workshop. 

What I've found is that for the way Qwest currently 

uses the MLT is strictly on a repair process for our 

own services. We're using MLT for repair. 

We did have discussion in Colorado 

around the MLT information that's in the loop called 

data base. If you look at the raw loop data tool 

available through IMA, there's an MLT distance reported 

for copper loops. 

As I ask more questions around that 

MLT information, what I did find out is that it was 

a special study that was done to populate that 
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the loop call data base. It's not something we do on a 

routine basis. 

What I said in Colorado was not 

correct. Basically we did special MLT runs to get 

that information into the data base and now we're 

maintaining it as we go forward but we don't do a 

routine MLT test. I was incorrect in my statement in 

Colorado. 

MS. KILGORE: When you were doing that 

special MLT testing, was that only in Colorado or in 

these states as well? 

MS. LISTON: In all 14 states. 

MS. KILGORE: All loops or random 

selection of loops? 

MS. LISTON: The MLT distance only 

applies to the copper loops so it wasn't for 

everything. 

MS. KILGORE: Was it €or all copper 

loops? 

MS. LISTON: It was all copper loops, 

I believe. 

MS. KILGORE: Part my concern is - -  

I think what we talked about was the ability to do a 

preorder MLT in order to verify some of the loop qual 

9 

1 data which I think has proven to be inaccurate in 
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certain circumstances and that was why the CLECs 

were wanting to do some of this pretesting before we 

actually migrate a customer over. 

I also thought what I heard in Colorado 

was that Qwest would do that MLT test itself for other 

providers but that CLECs wouldn't be able to go in and 

do the test itself. Is that not accurate? 

MS. LISTON: No, that's not correct. 

The MLT - -  in Qwest for retail services 

MLT is just down for repair purposes. We did have a 

lot of discussion in Colorado regarding preorder and 

could it be done. Since the Colorado I've done some 

more investigation to find out what are the issues and 

the concerns. The big issue and concern on preorder 

goes back to what I just explained, is that if you 

don't own the customer - -  and when you're doing 

preorder basically you don't own the customer at that 

point in time, it is an invasive test. 

The other thing is that it has to be 

connected to the Qwest switch to do an MLT. We're in a 

situation where it doesn't always necessarily apply. 

I think other parties had brought into 

Colorado information that said the other ILECs are 

doing MLT, our investigation says I guess the other 

10 

ILECs are doing MLT but doing it in the same fashion as 

Qwest and that is for repair purposes or once you own 
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the customer. So once you own the customer, if you're 

a switched service out of the Qwest switch you would 

still have access to MLT. 

MS. KILGORE: When you say it's 

invasive, to clear this up, is it momentarily out 

of service, ten seconds, ten minutes? Is there 

any idea how long it takes the line down? 

MS. LISTON: For as long as you're 

doing the testing. If you're doing the testing and you 

wind up doing - -  there's multiple tests that can be 

done. So if you're doing four different MLT tests, 

that circuit will be down the whole time you're working 

on it. 

MS. KILGORE: Any idea how long, let's 

say, the generic MLT test would take? Just the basic. 

MS. LISTON: I don't know. 

MR. STEESE: With the explanation of 

the fact that we're doing exactly what the other Bell 

operating companies are doing with respect to MLT, does 

that close this issue? 

MS. HOOPER: Is an MLT ever used in an 

cross box environment where the F2 facility would be 

tested from the cross box to the customer's premises? 

11 

MS. LISTON: So it would be from the 

cross box to the customer's premise? 
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MS. HOOPER: Right. The F2 portion of 

the loop. 

MS. LISTON: My initial reaction is no, 

it wouldn't be, because, again, like I said, the MLT 

is based on connection to the switch. So if we're 

intercepting at the F2 it wouldn't be, at that point, 

connected to the switch. But I'm not sure if that's 

correct. 

Jeff, can you help me out on that? 

MR. HUBBARD: MLT is a switch-based 

type of test, so you have to have the switch or the 

F1 hooked up and then cross-connected to the F2. 

It doesn't test from the cross box to the customer. 

You have to have from the switch all the way at the 

time customer. 

MS. HOOPER: It's a testing tool from 

the switch to the F1 facility and then it stops at 

wherever your cross-connect is? 

MR. HUBBARD: If it's cross-connected 

through it will do the whole loop, F1, F2. 

MS. HOOPER: It will test all the way 

to the customer premises? 

MR. HUBBARD: Yes. As long as it's 

12 

connected through the cross box. 

MS. HOOPER: I want to know if it's a 

two-main test or one-man test. Do you require a man to 
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be at the customer premises to be the other guy on the 

end of the test or is it a one-man test you can do from 

the central office? 

MR. HUBBARD: It's basically a one-man 

test and it's done from a control point. You do you 

not need a man there. You need a man who will type 

into the system from where they're testing it from. 

It's a switch-based type of test. 

MS. HOOPER: Thank you. 

MR. STEESE: Back to the question I 

asked a moment ago. In light of Ms. Liston's 

testimony, does this close the issue? 

MS. KILGORE: I guess am a little hung 

up on the disruptive testing thing. Without being able 

to quantify whether this is really an issue for an 

end-user customer, if you could do this slow times in 

the network and it's not a big impact. Know you're 

we're going to be acquiring the customer, we're going 

object to be using the facility, it seems to me there 

aught to be a way we can test that line before we move 

it over from your switch. 

MS. LISTON: The Qwest position right 

13 

now is that because it is an invasive test and it truly 

is set up as a repair process tool, that it is not 

available to be used on a preorder, and to have access 
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to other providers' services - -  it could be a situation 

where it was a resale service and another CLEC is 

currently having - -  it's currently serving that 

customer, and AT&T goes in and does a test on it to see 

what the overall loop length is on it, it could put the 

customer out of service, Sprint's or WorldCom's or 

whoever's, and then what we wind up with is a customer 

problem and we repair; have no way of knowing somebody 

else went in and did an MLT test and put that customer 

out of service ahead of time. 

Qwest just doesn't believe it's 

appropriate. None of the other ILECs are doing it, no 

one is doing preorder and allowing access to loops for 

a test without the company owning or controlling the 

circuit. 

MS. KILGORE: Are you saying no other 

ILEC is doing any preorder testing on loops, whether 

they call it MLT or something else? 

MS. LISTON: I'm saying that no other 

ILEC that we've found is doing a preorder MLT where 

they allow the CLECs access to switch-based services to 

do an MLT test without having responsibility for  that 

14 

overall line. We've not found any ILEC that's doing 

that. There's no preorder you can randomly go in and 

test circuits. That's not being done any place in the 

country. 
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MS. KILGORE: Do ILECs do it on behalf 

of the CLEC? 

MS. LISTON: Not to my understanding. 

MS. KILGORE: What's been suggested is 

not a random test but rather when we know that - -  we're 

hoping to reuse that loop and we want to verify data 

and avoid a repair situation or customer outage 

situation when we do try to migrate them over. 

MR. STEESE: That's not true. The 

entire point of doing the MLT, according to the DLECs 

I've heard, is to verify they can provide the service. 

This is a preorder function before an order even comes 

in for any agreement to provide service even exists. 

So that would not be accurate. 

Second, the whole point of the raw loop 

data tool is to give the information to the CLECs in 

advance that they need to look at loop length. What's 

the length of the F1, the F2? Are there bridge tap, 

load coils? That's the reason the information is 

given. 

Let's assume you could do MLT, 

15 

Ms. Liston. What do we know about the information that 

MLT provides with loop length, say, if you have several 

telephones in your home? 

MS. LISTON: The MLT test basically 
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provides an overall - -  itls an estimated loop length 

information and it's based on - -  I think of it as 

resistance to capacity. How much resistance is on 

there and that's how it figures out what the loop 

length is. To the extent you have stuff hanging off 

the loop like multiple CPE, your loop length will 

appear longer and it may be up to 20 percent longer. 

That's the engineering rule of thumb, up to about 

20 percent longer based on CPE attached to the line. 

MR. STEESE: The point is, they have 

the information. The information is already in raw 

loop data tool and this certainly is not it, but even 

if it was provided to them, and so Qwest believes at 

this point that it's provided what it needs to, it's 

providing what the other BOCs have, and anything more 

would be inappropriate. 

MS. KILGORE: To wrap this up, I don't 

know what the other BOCs are doing. All I know is what 

you're telling me, and what I heard in Colorado sounded 

like other ILECs were doing this. I don't know whether 

that's right or not. I suggest we take this to 

16 

impasse, because I think we're still going to want to 

be able to argue this. 

MR. STEESE: Let me make sure I 

understand. Are you saying you want to take this to 

impasse if the other RBOCs are doing it or are you 

I 
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saying you want to take it to impasse irrespective? 

MS. KILGORE: Irrespective. 

M R .  STEESE: We can take it to impasse, 

Mr. Antonuk. 

MR. ANTONUK: 8A is closed based on 

what we did yesterday, 8B is impasse? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

M R .  ANTONUK: I probably should have 

waited because we had another piece of 8 to do which 

is C. 

MS. LISTON: 8C is something that 

came out of a great deal of discussion in Colorado. 

Has to do with what data bases do the Qwest retail 

representatives have access to and do the wholesale 

representatives have access to the same data. 

If you look at the overall ordering 

process, the CLEC community has access to our IMA, 

GUI IMA, and IMA EDI. The basis of the establishment 

of our front end systems for the CLECs was built on a 

parity issue with wholesale. So if we look within the 

17 

IMA--I1ll use IMA now generically--there's access to an 

address validation, access to a facility check. Those 

functions mirror what's done in retail, address 

validation and facility check. 

Additionally, our retail sales 
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representatives have access to the customer's overall 

record and that's mirrored on the wholesale side in 

conjunction with getting a CSR or getting the customer 

service record. Again, this is part of the OSS test, 

to make sure that our systems are functionally 

providing parity between wholesale and retail. 

We had quite a bit of discussion 

around LFAC data base in Colorado. I have done some 

additional checking on that. The LFAC data base is 

not a data base that's accessed by our retail 

representatives. If they were in a situation where 

they went into facility check to look for are there any 

facilities available to that premise, facility check 

gives them the information that basically says yes or 

no on whether there's facility available. They then 

can say it looks like there's shortage or we can do it, 

but we're going to have to pass through the system and 

it's not until the assignment process that our actual 

assigners that look for the loop makeup information or 

the line makeup information do the full analysis on 

18 

where the facilities are available. That's mirrored in 

the wholesale environment. You have access to facility 

check and then if it looks like we're in a situation 

where we don't know if we have facilities or we do have 

facilities, it goes downstream and our assigners would 

get access to the LFAC and do the assignment. 
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Based on the information I was able to 

gather between Colorado and now even I can say we're in 

parity in terms of the data bases that the wholesale 

community and retail Qwest service reps from access to. 

MR. ANTONUK: Sounds like we're talking 

about preorder. 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. That was 

the discussion, yes. 

MR. STEESE: Actually we've gone full 

circle because the whole discussion of 8A with respect 

to the various loop qualification data bases and what 

CLECs have access to - -  in the ROC we're testing to 

determine whether parity actually exists, and we 

circulated that exhibit yesterday. What Ms. Liston 

just testified to will actually be validated in the 

ROC test. 

MR. ANTONUK: Exhibit JML-17? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Which discusses the 

19 

1 evaluation of whether loop qualification process meets 

2 the parity by design test? 

3 MR. STEESE: Correct. 

4 MR. ANTONUK: Anything else on that? 

5 MS. LISTON: That's all I have. 

6 MR. ANTONUK: Where are we on this one? 
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I guess Qwest has provided the information it's got. 

Does that mean we're past this one or not? 

MS. DeCOOK: I have a question based on 

what Chuck just said. 

Are you saying that as part of the ROC 

process the test is going to measure specifically what 

data bases your folks have access to versus what data 

bases we have access to? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, there is a test that 

will look not only that the data base is the same and 

access is the same, but that the information is 

basically the same and that it's updated in the same 

time frame. So it will validate that that does exist. 

MS. DeCOOK: You agree that in order 

for CLECs to obtain parity we would need the same 

access that you have? Access to data bases that you 

have. 

MR. STEESE: Access to the same 

information is what you're asking? Because it's 

20 

mediated access through IMA. 

MS. DeCOOK: I don't mean the precise 

form of access. I mean the information that's on the 

data base. It's important for the CLECs to have the 

same access to that information that you have. 

MR. STEESE: Thank you for that 

clarification. 
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MS. LISTON: The only reason I 

hesitated was to make sure in terms of the wording. 

What the OSS test will do, it will 

evaluate the parity issue that the information that 

wholesale has is the same information as retail has. 

If you ask the same question in resale as you ask in 

wholesale you'll get the same answer and that's part 

of the test. There's a test requirement to make sure 

that's the case, and also that the data bases used are 

the same data bases directly or indirectly] and then 

finally to make sure that the information in those data 

bases that feeds the two systems, for lack of a better 

word, are updated in the same time frame. 

MS. DeCOOK: Did you confirm as to 

whether on the retail side of the house for purposes 

of ordering the 

For purposes of 

Qwest folks have access to LFAC? 

MS. LISTON: I did check on that. 

ordering, the retail Qwest reps do not 

2 1  

have access to LFAC. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is there a data base that 

gets fed with LFAC information that they do have access 

to? 

MS. LISTON: The piece that they have 

access to that's fed by LFAC is the facility check and 

that is also available via IMA for the wholesale. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Okay. 

I have one other question. I have this 

in my notes and I'm sure from a technical standpoint 

what it means so I'm hoping that you do. One of the 

questions that we had I believe in Colorado is, what 

tool gives access to information about dry loops? 

MS. LISTON: I'm not sure what you mean 

by a dry loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: That's where I was hoping 

you could help me. Perhaps we can hold this one. 

Mr. Wilson can't get here on a bus until 8:30 and he 

should be here any minute. I'm hoping he knows since 

it's on his notes. 

M R .  ANTONUK: Can you help at all, 

Mr. Hubbard, although it's not a problem to let 

Mr. Wilson ring in on this one too. 

MR. STEESE: Based on the fact that's 

from Mr. Wilson's notes - -  Mr. Wilson in the last 

22 

workshop asked, where do you get information to loops 

not connected to a switch? Why don't I frame it that 

way and hand it to Ms. Liston. 

MS. LISTON: If it was loop not 

connected to switch, another way we could talk about 

it is that it's spare. The information on spare 

facilities -- again, facility check is the tool 

that the Qwest retail uses to see if there's spare 
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facilities, and there's a mirror tool in wholesale 

IMA for facility check and it's called facility 

availability. Those two tools mirror each other. 

So in terms of whether or not there are spare 

facilities, those are the two tools that are used both 

in wholesale and retail for the validation of spare 

facilities. 

MS. DeCOOK: Are all the spare 

facilities identified in that data base that's used for 

the facility check or is there just a subset of spare 

that's reflected there? 

MS. LISTON: When you talk about 

spare, it's hard to talk through all the possibilities, 

because if you think about it, what is in the data 

bases are stuff that we can identify as being connected 

through to that customer. So it may be that it's a 

primary line and has been left intact and the customer 

23 

moved. That would be showing up. If there were two 

lines at the home and the first one is used and second 

one isn't, that one would show up they would both show 

up because they're semi dedicated even though it's not 

connected. To that extent they'll have that 

information in the facility check which is available 

both wholesale and retail. 

We did have quite a bit of discussion 
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in Colorado regarding fragments, if there was F 1  and 

F2.  That information is not available because it 

doesn't represent a complete loop from our central 

office over to the customer. That would have to be 

designed or built. So that doesn't reflect and it's 

not in the wholesale or retail for the service rep for 

a preorder basis. 

MS. DeCOOK: What is the process of 

the Qwest retail side employees when you find yourself 

in a situation where you don't have facilities, spare 

or otherwise? Is there a means by which the retail 

side does a check of the F l s  and F2s that would need to 

be designed for that customer? Not just limiting it to 

that, but what process is employed on the Qwest side 

for the retail customers? 

MS. LISTON: The process when we're 

in a situation where, like, facility check shows no 

24 

facilities--and this one is near and deer because I'm 

in that situation when I went for my extra line--is 

that the Qwest retail representative will say, based 

on looking at what I have in front of me, which is the 

facility check, there are no spare facilities to your 

home, then they give an option. Do you want me to 

place the order and see what happens or do you want to 

forget about it? If I answer yes, go ahead and place 

the order, then the process would be the same as what 
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happens on the wholesale side when you place an order 

that says I want a new loop. It goes downstream and 

it would hit the assignment process, the assignment 

employees would then look for and they run it through 

the LFAC data base to see if we have any way of 

building that loop to that customer premise, and 

that's the same on resale and wholesale. 

MS. DeCOOK: That gets back to 

that language that we discussed and I think some new 

language was proposed that our assignment process would 

go through the same process as the Qwest assignment 

process. 

MS. LISTON: Exactly. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think that's all the 

questions I have right now. I would like to run this 

by Ken when he gets here, and we can close it, or if he 

25 

has any additional questions, allow him to ask them at 

that point. 

MR. ANTONUK: That sounds fine. 

MS. DeCOOK: Thanks. 

M R .  ANTONUK: Are we on Loop 9? 

MS. LISTON: Loop 9, again, 

is a two-parter. Part A deals with what are the 

installation options Qwest provides. 

In Section 9 .2 .2 .9  - -  
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MR. ANTONUK: Can I stop you for a 

second? I think I'd rather do something else here. 

Since we're holding a couple of items 

for Mr. Hsido, why don't we move to Loop 11 and then 

we'll come back to 9 and 10 when we do the other two. 

They're of concern to Rhythms. Is that going to be 

disruptive for anybody? Okay. Let's do that, then. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, I would 

recommend Loop 11 go along with 10. A lot of the data 

and discussion is the same. So if we could move to 

Loop 12. 

MR. ANT0"K: That sounds good. Let me 

make some notes. I think we already deferred 6, now 

we're going to defer 9, 10, 11, and we're going to go 

to 12. 

MS. LISTON: Loop 1 2 .  Loop 12 has to 

26 

do with the quick loop product and we had some 

discussion around this yesterday. 

The quick loop provides a three-day 

installation interval €or existing analog loops. 

Basic installation information has been added to the 

Exhibit C to display that. We do have that three-day 

installation. 

There's one correction that I'd like to 

make in my rebuttal testimony and it was in rebuttal 

Exhibit 33B. There was a statement in there that quick 
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loop was available with number portability. As I 

testified yesterday, that is not in place. We're 

currently working on that. The exhibit was incorrect. 

The quick loop was distributed to the 

CLEC community through the CICMP process. It was 

effective February 22nd of this year in Arizona, 

Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming, 

and then April 30th it was introduced in Iowa, 

Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oregon, South 

Dakota, and Washington. The difference in the 

introduction of the two had to do with the fact that we 

have some different systems for different systems and 

we were doing all of our system updates. 

The quick loop - -  do we have revision 

language, Chuck? Exhibit 8 that was distributed 

27 

yesterday is a revision to the SGAT on the quick loop. 

Basically what we really wanted to do is make sure that 

- -  we wanted to stress that if you were looking at an 

analog loop that's on IDLC that we wouldn't be able to 

do quick loop for the IDLC loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: The three-day, does that 

include the FOC interval as well, the 24-hour FOC? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it does. 

MS. DeCOOK: You mentioned just that 

LNP issue. Has the decision been made to include LNP 
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or are you still trying to decide whether to include 

LNP in the quickie loop offering? 

MS. LISTON: We're moving ahead with 

the LNP and quick loop. There are issues that we're 

still investigating in terms of what it's going to take 

to make that happen and how fast we're going to be able 

to do it. Primarily because it's driven at a system 

issue right now where we have from the LSR perspective 

there are two LSRs, one for unbundled loops and for 

bundled loops with LNP. Now we have to go back and see 

what's it going to take to get it for the unbundled 

loop for LNP to get those changes in through IMA. 

We're moving ahead with it. It wasn't until LNP went 

to the three-day we were able to say let's make sure 

we've got things in place we can do that. It's under 

28 

development. 

MS. DeCOOK: Do you have a development 

date yet? 

MS. LISTON: No. 

MS. DeCOOK: Any estimate? 

MS. LISTON: No, I don't have an 

estimate on that. 

MR. STEESE: Wit., that, can we c-3se 

Loop 12? 

MS. DeCOOK: There's a statement on 

the exhibit, Exhibit 33A, that says if the unbundled 
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loop request is not qualified for quick loop. Are the 

qualifications that have to be met those that appear in 

bullet right above that statement or are there other 

qualifications criteria that have to be met? 

MR. STEESE: Exhibit 33 you said? 

MS. DeCOOK: 33A. 

MS. LISTON: I'm looking at 33A now. 

Which one are you asking about? 

MS. DeCOOK: It's actually on both of 

them. It says if the unbundled loop request does not 

qualify for quick loop then the five-day interval 

applies. I want to make sure I understand what all 

the qualification parameters are. 

MS. LISTON: The bullets above it 
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specify how you would write your LSR for the quick 

loop. Basically if you look at the first bullet where 

it says conversion as specified or transfer, that 

information is saying it's an existing loop. When I 

said before that it applies to existing loops, that 

bullet relates to that piece. The no coordination goes 

back to the fact, you can't do coordination, it's only 

a basic. This is the testing issue so we're not doing 

the cooperative test on it or a coordinated test. So 

then it has to be the analog loop. 

Those are the criteria that define the 
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quick loop as I had testified to and these are how it 

translates to on the LSR. This would identify all the 

parameters of quick loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. That was my 

question. Thank you. I think we're fine with that. 

We don't have any other questions. 

MR. STEESE: Including the language in 

Exhibit 8? 

MS. CLAUSON: Will the language stay 

the same after "number portability" so it will not be 

available with coordination? 

MS. LISTON: The language would 

still stay the same because we would still not do 

the cooperative - -  we wouldn't allow coordinated 
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installations and the cooperative testing. If you 

did a basic install with LNP, it would apply. 

MS. CLAUSON: Once you add the LNP how 

will the CLEC know when to port if there's not a time 

associated with it? 

MS. LISTON: The internal process on 

conversions with LNP involve notifying the CLEC that 

the actual porting has taken place. We internally 

coordinate with our translation people so that there 

is a contact made that says, central office is ready, 

they're going to do the lift and lay. When they 

complete, then we get to what the CLEC knows that the 
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work has been completed in the central office, and then 

let the translations to Qwest know that the switch 

changes need to be made. 

MS. CLAUSON: When you say the internal 

process, is that documented somewhere? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it is; in our 

internal MMPs in terms of the steps that our various 

work groups have to go through. 

MS, CLAUSON: It's in your internal 

MMPs, but if the CLEC wanted to know how that calling 

to the CLEC worked, where would the CLEC go for that? 

MS. LISTON: It's in our performance 

measurements for the hot cut that says it includes the 
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contact to the CLEC. So our performance measurement 

has that information. 

MS. CLAUSON: Does that performance 

measure the part about calling the CLEC apply to the 

quick loop? 

MR. STEESE: Remember, currently quick 

loop is not available with number portability. It's 

just a basic installation. 

MS. CLAUSON: Once it becomes available 

with number portability you would - -  you had asked if 

this language was okay, will it need to change, and if 

it's somewhere else already documents that, maybe this 



13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2  

1 3  

language covers it. 

MS. LISTON: I think we'd have to - -  

once we get to the point where we are doing loop with 

number portability we'll have to relook at the language 

and double check and make sure we don't need an SGAT 

change on there. I think it will be a combination of 

looking across the SGAT to see if we need to do a 

change. 

MS. CLAUSON: Thank you. 

MS. DeCOOK: When LNP is introduced as 

part of the quick loop process, do you envision that's 

going to require a CICMP procedure to do that? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it will. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Are you going to provide 

some sort of information to the CLEC about the process 

that they need to follow to make sure that the LNP port 

proceeds smoothly? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. If, as we've 

discussed in many of the workshops, the CICMP process 

is used when we do the change in process. This would 

follow that same thing and include it just like when 

we went into that quick loop CICMP process, it went 

through how you have to order it, what the pieces are. 

We would be doing the same thing for loop with number 

portability for quick loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: When a CLEC wants to 
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order a quick loop, can they assume that if there is 

an existing telephone number the customer has existing 

service from Qwest, that that is a loop that qualifies 

for quick loop? 

MS. LISTON: I would take it one step 

further. It would qualify for quick loop under one 

condition and that is that if you went into the raw 

loop data tool and made sure that it wasn't writing on 

IDLC, then it would be okay. 

MR. STEESE: While they're discussing 

this, Ms. Clauson, to answer your question would the 

SGAT the need to be changed, I think we could add a 

3 3  

word now to make it very plain so that way we'll never 

have to change it in the future. 

When the word "coordinationtt is used 

in this exhibit it is intended to mean coordinated 

installation which is a defined term later on in the 

SGAT. So instead of saying, with cooperative testing, 

coordinated installation, or when unbundling from an 

IDLC to a copper alternative, that way it's not 

coordinated with number portability when that comes 

forward, it's just not coordinated installation option, 

it has to be a basic install option. 

Let s change the word "coordinationtt to 

"coordinated installation. 
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MS. CLAUSON: Thank you. 

MR. ANTONUK: Looks like there's 

nothing on this one, Ms. DeCook. Should we return to 

8 for a moment? 

MS. DeCOOK: I'm going to need a little 

bit of time to confer with Ken. Can we do that at a 

break and come back to it right after a break? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

Loop 13? 

MS. LISTON: Loop 13 deals with 

testing. I want to take a step back on this one for a 

minute. 
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The overall process for ordering an 

unbundled loop has to do with the first piece is the 

CLEC selecting the loop type. That information is 

translated on the LSR through the NC/NCI codes, 

network channel codes. 

If you look at that information, 

within our technical publications there are specific 

parameters - -  technical parameters associated with each 

NC/NCI code. Those technical parameters define that 

product. The overall testing that Qwest performs is 

put in place to validate those technical parameters 

for that specific NC/NCI code are met. So if you look 

within the SGAT, we have identified the specific types 

of tests that would be done within each different loop 



15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

type. If you go to the tech pubs it gives additional 

technical information. The Qwest tests validate that 

those parameters are met. 

To the extent that a CLEC requests any 

additional testing over and above the ones that Qwest 

identifies as the basic tests, there are additional 

fees associated with that, and it's based on the time 

taken to do the test. 

If you think of it in terms of what's 

the basic, it says, we'll validate and test to make 

sure it meets technical parameters. If a CLEC wants 
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additional testing, Qwest will do that with them but 

there will be an additional charge. 

MR. KOPTA: I think the concerns that 

we had were specific to some SGAT language that's now 

been changed. I think with the explanation that you've 

given that we're probably fine with the way that the 

SGAT is labeled right now. 

Certainly we would expect if we ask for 

something other than what's in the SGAT that there 

would need to be some process in place to allow for 

that type of additional testing and if it's on a time 

and materials basis then that's a pretty standard 

thing, as I understand it, in the industry and that 

would be acceptable from our perspective. 
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MR. STEESE: Next issue. 

MS. LISTON: The next issue has to do 

with loops and multi-plexing. SGAT Section 9.2.10 

makes for the provision of a loop with multiplexing. 

This has been discussed in some other workshops. 

Basically the MUX is not viewed as a 

UNE, or an unbundled element, therefore when you put a 

loop with MUX together it would be viewed as a loop 

with additional equipment. Qwest will make a loop 

plus MUX available as specified in the SGAT. 

MR. KOPTA: This was an issue that 
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came up in the last workshop with EELS and I think 

particularly with respect to Mr. Peters' testimony for 

E L I  with as many some concerns about how to go about 

getting this. Certainly we appreciate the revisions to 

the SGAT that say that Qwest will provide MUXing with 

an unbundled loop. 

The question that's still open and got 

deferred from that earlier workshop was, how does the 

CLEC go about doing that from a practical standpoint? 

Is it a field in the LSR in which they're ordering the 

unbundled loop? Do they have to order it under the 

same process as an EEL except, say, we're not going to 

get transport, we just want the loop and the MUXing? 

How do we do it from a practical standpoint? 

M S .  LISTON: The MUX portion right now 
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is defined in the UDIT like you talk about. The loop 

plus the MUX, we're working through the specific 

details on how that ordering process is going to be 

looking so that it will be - -  you can say that I want 

just the loop plus the MUX. We're in the stages of 

working through that. I think it was a few weeks ago 

that it came over to loops as a loop issue. So we have 

a team right now that's currently working on 

identifying that loop plus MUX. 

Again, like we talked about earlier, 
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through the CICMP process once that is all identified 

and defined, we know the exact steps the CLEC community 

would be notified of that through CICMP and it would 

show the specific ordering processes. 

MR. KOPTA: We can certainly wait until 

that process is completed, as long as it's going to be 

within a reasonable time frame. Do you have any 

estimate for when that's going to happen? 

MS. LISTON: I have several calls out 

to ask where we are in that development. I'm hoping 

that we'll have that additional information today. 

I know we're moving ahead very quickly 

at getting it in place so I would expect we would see 

something in the near term. 

MR. KOPTA: Certainly there will be 
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other workshops on this subject in other states, so it 

may be we get more information there. But I think for 

now we can leave it as is and hope that some point in 

the near future we get some additional information on 

how we're going to be able to do that. 

For now I think we can close this 

issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: 15? 

MS. LISTON: Loop 1 5  has to do with 

referencing Section 9.2.2.15.  Based on discussion that 
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we had in other workshops, there has been a revision 

that's referenced in the SGAT lite for 9.2 .2 .15 .  

Basically in this section of the 

SGAT deals with the conversion of customers, and we're 

looking at migration from CLEC to CLEC. Originally the 

provision was put in place so that we didn't have a 

situation where an end-user was held hostage. I don't 

particularly like that word, but where we're in a 

situation where we didn't get facilities released from 

one party and were doing a transfer of service. 

The new SGAT language I think better 

describes the overall process. The old language 

included reference to a loss alert and we had a lot of 

questions around that. The loss alert really is - -  let 

me back up. 
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The overall process of the transfer of 

CLEC to CLEC, there are OBF standards on it. The Qwest 

process complies with the OBF standards. I know this 

is also an issue that's recently gone through the CICMP 

process to describe how we go about making the changes. 

The CICMP process included explaining how you actually 

do a conversion. You can reuse facilities. It spelled 

out the exact LSR requirements associated with that. 

The loss alert information - -  I know we 

had discussion around loss alert. The way that the OBF 
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standards identify the loss alert is that whoever is 

receiving the new customer is responsible for the loss 

alert. They would then notify the other party that 

they're taking over their customer. They then would 

place their LSRs to do the transfer, Qwest would do the 

physical work to make the transfer occur. When the 

physical work is completed, then Qwest would send a 

loss notification to the CLEC that lost the customer. 

That's the general way the overall 

process works. 

The other change that has just 

occurred--and this was discussed in CICMP while in 

Colorado that was going on simultaneously--is that one 

of the concerns that was coming from the CLEC community 

was around the circuit ID information. The way that 

the process was in place was, if you were the new CLEC 
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you had to provide the circuit ID from the old CLEC. 

Sometimes it was difficult to get that circuit ID 

information. Qwest has agreed to provide an option 

that if you don't have the circuit ID and don't want to 

go to the other CLEC to get the circuit ID that Qwest 

will facilitate that process and get the circuit ID 

information for you. 

MS. DeCOOK: In this section there's 

a statement that Qwest will disconnect the loop only 
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where the end-user has provided an LOA to convert their 

local service. Is that what you really want to say 

there given that the FCC has really allowed for several 

means of obtaining authorization from customers to 

switch providers? 

MR. STEESE: One of the issues--and you 

can see it's later proof of authorization language--is 

issue 17. We're not that far from it. In Arizona we 

deferred that to the general terms discussions. It's 

in Section 5. 

Are you basically saying that we'll 

disconnect the loop where proof of authorization 

according to Section 5. dot dot dot is provided? 

MS. DeCOOK: I think that's the right 

one, yes. 

MR. STEESE: Then we can agree to make 
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that change without any problem. 

MS. KILGORE: I think it's in your 

interest to do so. 

MS. CLAUSON: Right now it doesn't say 

that it's provided to Qwest. It just said end-user has 

provided. It says in 9.2.2.15, the second sentence. 

Qwest will disconnect the loop only where the end-user 

has provided a letter of authorization. It doesn't say 

who it's provided to. 
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Ms. Liston, isn't it correct that under 

the OBF standards the old local service provider - -  the 

provider who is asking for the change is responsible 

for getting this - -  they don't actually provide you 

a copy, but by asking for the disconnect they're 

representing that they have authorization? 

So you're not signing on to go checking around for 

authorization, you're just saying that by authorizing 

it they have to represent they have it; isn't that 

correct? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. 

MS. CLAUSON: When you make that change 

I wouldn't inadvertently because what I thought I heard 

Chuck saying to Qwest, and they're not actually 

providing it to Qwest under those standards, Qwest? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MR. STEESE: The language would read, 
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Qwest will disconnect the loop only where proper proof 

of authorization is provided in accordance with 

Section 5., and I don't remember the dot, something. 

MS. CLAUSON: Would you rather say 

lrobtainedl' rather than llprovided'l? Because somebody 

has obtained that but they're not necessarily providing 

it to you. 

MR. KOPTA: If you look at Section 

42 

9.2.4.2 you can essentially use that same language 

without the introductory phrase. Just change the 

introductory phrase to say prior to disconnecting the 

loop Qwest shall be responsible for obtaining and have 

in its possession. Its. That way it would essentially 

be reciprocal. 

MR. STEESE: My only hesitation is, I'm 

not sure who the proof of authorization is going to go 

to. I don't know the flow. Is it going from CLEC one 

to CLEC two? Is it going from CLEC one to Qwest? 

MR. KOPTA: Obviously there are 

going to be situations in which it's going to be Qwest 

that's going to be regaining the customer and there are 

situations in which it's going to a different CLEC, so 

you may need to make that some kind of an amendment 

that Qwest or the other CLEC as opposed to just Qwest 

will be responsible for obtaining the LOA. 
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MS. CLAUSON: Doesn't the OBF use the 

terms the new local service provider and the old local 

service provider? 

MS. LISTON: I believe that's correct. 

You would be able to use that. 

MS. DeCOOK: Part of the confusion I 

have with this one section is, it appears as if you've 

got some descripters that talk about when the end-user 
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contacts Qwest versus when the new provider contacts 

Qwest, what will happen. It's not clear to me if some 

of the other obligations that exist in this section 

apply in some cases - -  for example, apply only when the 

end-user contacts Qwest or also apply when the CLEC is 

the one that's contacting Qwest for the disconnect. 

Maybe you could clarify what your intent was in that 

regard. 

MS. LISTON: The intent would be that 

when the CLEC contacts Qwest - -  if it's a conversion 

from CLEC to CLEC, it would be the new local service 

provider, the new CLEC would be contacting Qwest to 

provide an LSR process. 

MR. ANTONUK: I had some of the same 

kind of difficulty with the section. Looks like the 

first seven or eight lines from the - -  between the 

first when and second when you talk about when the 

switch is to Qwest. Starting with "when CLEC contacts" 
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that's when this section begins to talk about a switch 

between collection. 

One of the things I don't see in there 

is any need at all for there to be any verification 

that there's been any proof of authorization. I'm 

wondering if a CLEC says I want to take another CLEC's 

customer, does Qwest do that without any indication 
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that the customer has approved it or not? 

MS. LISTON: Within the LSR process 

there is overall information that's provided up front 

that says a proof of authorization. It's basically 

checking a box. The CLEC has responsibility to check 

the box to say they have authorization. Those the 

standard way we've been communicating, saying whoever 

it is that's requesting service has the authorization 

to do that. That would be the same process within this 

type of a conversion. You would have to say that you 

have the authorization to do it. 

So there would be no change in that 

kind of a process. It would be the same thing, 

basically saying you have the authorization. 

MS. CLAUSON: I was reading it based 

on this latter half as a CLEC to CLEC thing. So my 

comments did assume we're talking CLEC to CLEC or Qwest 

CLEC - -  from one provider to another, not simply an 
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end-user calling Qwest, which is more consistent as 

was pointed out to the end of the paragraph. 

MR. ANTONUK: All this discussion of 

proof of authorization has nothing to do with CLEC to 

CLEC changes. That provision only applies when, it's a 

change from a CLEC to Qwest? 

MR. STEESE: You're correct. I was 
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confused, Mr . Antonuk. 

I still think we need to tie it into 

the proof of authorization, Section 5. So we'll say 

Qwest will disconnect the loop only where it has 

obtained proper proof of authorization under 

Section 5., and I don't remember the additional 

number but we'll track that down through the SGAT. 

MR. WILSON: There is another issue 

here. I think this language is getting to a good point 

of how the transition from a CLEC to a CLEC and a CLEC 

back to Qwest happens. 

It occurs to me we don't have a good 

definitive statement that when an end-user wants to 

migrate from Qwest to the CLEC that Qwest will in fact 

disconnect the loop from the Qwest switch and take it 

to the CLEC. The whole section - -  this whole part on 

unbundled loops talks about providing loops, but we 

don't really have a definitive statement saying that 

Qwest will transfer the existing loop to the CLEC. 
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I think we could use this paragraph to do that as well 

by just including Qwest in the mix in a couple of 

places. 

MR. STEESE: To look at this, 

we're talking about this particular section being a 

conversion either back to Qwest or from one CLEC to 
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another, otherwise youlre talking about Qwest 

provisioning an unbundled loop to a CLEC. If you look 

at Section 9.2.2.1, it says we shall provide CLECs with 

unbundled loops of substantially similar quality, et 

cetera, et cetera. We are required to provide those to 

you. That's what all of Section 9 . 2  is about in the 

SGAT . 

MS. LISTON: Ken, further, if you go 

through the LSR process within the unbundled loop, you 

can ask for conversion - -  it's the conversion order. 

When you say you want a conversion then you're asking 

€or the reuse of facilities. To the extent that Qwest 

can reuse the facilities, it does that. 

MR. WILSON: What I was trying to get 

at was an issue that I brought up in my introduction, 

is that there are occasions when the CLEC will be 

refused a loop on a conversion when we know there are 

facilities there, and the response will be, facilities 

not available. Are you saying that will never happen? 
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Let's rule out IDLC. That's a different subject. 

Are you saying that the language that is currently 

here will require Qwest to disconnect and move the 

existing loop? 

MS. LISTON: The basic overall process 

is, if the CLEC requests a conversion on their LSR, 
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that comes into Qwest saying, we want to reuse 

facilities. Then we talked before, order goes 

downstream and hits the assignment process, the 

assignment process is going to try to assign the same 

facilities. To the extent that happens, that's exactly 

what occurs, we reuse the facilities. There are 

situations where we do have to change them because the 

existing facilities are not compatible with the service 

that's requested. 

So, for instance, 1'11 use a bizarre 

example, they had a residence 1 F R  line and the LSR is 

coming in for an ISDN loop and if it was marked as 

conversion we're not going to be able to do a 

conversion. But if it was a residence line and a reuse 

to analog loop, to the extent that it would work, 

that's what's going to happen, we'll use that as the 

reuse, we'll reuse those facilities and go. It's 

through that assignment process, once that box is 

checked that says it's reused, it's a conversion, we're 

going to be looking to reuse it. If it's compatible 
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with the service being requested then we'll go ahead 

and reuse the services. 

MR. KOPTA: I understand that's the 

process in place. 

The concern that I have is more of a 
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contract structure issue which is, in this section 

Qwest expressly says that it will reuse the facility 

from one CLEC to another or when Qwest is reclaiming 

the customer. It doesn't expressly say, as far as I 

can tell anywhere in the agreement, that the CLEC when 

it initially goes to Qwest will be able to reuse those 

existing facilities. It would certainly give us more 

comfort if there's some specific reference or some 

specific provision. It may not necessarily even need 

to be here, but some other provision in the SGAT that 

just says right up front, to the extent technically 

feasible, or however you want to phrase it, the CLEC 

may reuse the existing facilities that Qwest is using 

to provide that particular end-user service. 

MR. WILSON: I think the situation 

we're trying to avoid - -  

MR. STEESE: If I can interrupt. 

I misunderstood the question you were asking before. 

I don't think this is going to be a concern so you're 

not going to have to try to convince us anymore. 
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24 MS. KILGORE: I appreciate you taking 
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I have a question and I hope this - -  

this is probably just because I'm a lawyer and I don't 

understand how these things work. In 9.2.2.15, when 

you're talking about a CLEC to CLEC migration and you 

said what we were just talking about, that the 

facilities would be disconnected and then connected or 

reused for service by the new CLEC, if what Ms. Liston 

described happened, and that is that the service that 

the new CLEC was going to provide is not compatible 

with that loop, will this provision become problematic? 

Will there be a hiccup in the provisioning process in 

the migration from CLEC to CLEC because of the way this 

is worded? Do you see what I'm saying? 

MS. LISTON: I think we're okay on 

that. If you look at it, it says we'll connect the 

loop to the new CLEC or reuse it. I think it covers us 

that to the extent we can reuse, we'll reuse, but there 

may be situations where we have a new loop that's 

required. I think we're okay. It goes through the 

same process, it will look to see if it's compatible. 

MS. KILGORE: Chuck, maybe that 
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little phrase could be added here, "where compatible," 

or something to that end. I want to make sure we don't 

end up with some kind of a reject because the new 

service may not be compatible and we have to go through 

5 0  

another LSR or something to get it provisioned. 

MR. STEESE: We'll look at that. 

MR. ANTONUK: As a fellow member of 

your profession I want to make sure you weren't trying 

to suggest that becoming a lawyer makes it harder to 

understand things. 

MS. KILGORE: Absolutely not. 

MR. ANTONUK: Where are we on 15? 

MS. LISTON: We'll come back today with 

the issue of the compatibility facilities and then 

we'll also do the loop - -  the generic loop. 

MR. ANTONLJK: While we're at it, 

there was a mention that loop 17 deals with proofs 

of authorization and that there have been some 

discussion about deferring that to the general terms 

and conditions workshop. If that's where we are, I 

think we can probably put that one aside now. 

MR. STEESE: That's where we were in 

Arizona. 

MS. KILGORE: That's fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: LOOP 16? 
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MS. LISTON: Loop 16 has to do with 

installation hours. The section in the SGAT talks 

about the overall installation hours and then makes 

reference to the 8 to 5. In other jurisdictions we had 
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discussions regarding the 8 to 5 and was it consistent 

to cross the SGAT. 

Basically the installation hours that 

are presented in the SGAT mirror the installation hours 

that Qwest provides for installation of services in 

retail. Once you go beyond the 8 to 5, we're looking 

at an out-of-hours situation where additional charges 

may apply if you're asking for installation after 5:OO 

at night or on the weekends. 

Qwest believes that the wholesale and 

retail hours in this area are in parity with each other 

and has not made changes to the installation now as in 

the SGAT. 

MR. WILSON: The 8 to 5, is that what 

sometimes is called switch time? In other words, it 

would be the local time at the switch where the work is 

being done? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MR. WILSON: Might want to drop that in 

there, Monday through Friday switch time, something 

like that. 

MS. DeCOOK: Switch time is probably 



23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1 3  

1 4  

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

something that's understood by technicians but may not 

be understood by lay persons and sales people, not just 

lawyers. I wouldn't suggest switch time but something 
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that makes it clear that it's in the time in that 

particular location is the relevant time. 

MS. KILGORE: Is that the location of 

the customer? 

MR. STEESE: How about just log time? 

This is an SGAT that would be particular to Wyoming or 

Utah and Iowa. They're going to have a time and it 

will either be 8 to 5 or it will be 6. 

MS. CLAUSON: f o r  the last provision 

where you say the CLEC will incur additional charges, 

would you be willing to change that to say €or 

coordinated installations commenced out-of-hours? 

Otherwise what happens when you start it at 10 to 5, 

they get pushed to the end of the day, that's not 

really an out-of-hours because it started in-hours. 

MS. LISTON: I believe the charges only 

do apply once the appointment is after hours. 

MS. CLAUSON: If you change that to 

coordinating installations commenced out-of-hours, 

perhaps that would address that. I f  it's started 

during the hours those charges don't apply, it's 

not an out-of-hours. 
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MR. STEESE: The situation we're 

talking about is where the CLEC says I'm working 

on a large business customer, I don't want them out of 

53 

service, they have their lines open until 8 p-m., 

I want to do it at 10. I mean, so we could have a time 

that was supposed to start at 4:50 and we're allowed to 

do within 30 minutes, starts at 5:20, so commenced 

after 5:OO doesn't solve your problem, that's why 

we're - -  the point is one that - -  

MS. CLAUSON: Rather than commence 

within an appointment starting after out-of-hours, 

scheduled out-of-hours? 

MS. LISTON: What if we had coordinated 

installations that are scheduled after 5:OO local time? 

MS. CLAUSON: That are scheduled to 

commence after 5:00? Thank you. 

MR. ANTONTJK: I've seen several cases 

where you-all have taken a specific issue and modified 

terms that appear in a lot of other places in the SGAT. 

Let me remind you what's going to 

happen here is, if you put local time here and you have 

time reference to anywhere else in the SGAT and that 

modifier is missing, you may be solving an essentially 

nonexistent problem in the small context and giving 

yourselves big-time headaches. I think this is a good 

example of that. If there's an SGAT section that says 
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unless otherwise specified time means local time, 

that's a lot better way to solve this problem than 
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try to start picking off section by section, putting 

adjectives in. That's just help, that's not a 

decision. 

MR. STEESE: I agree with that. I know 

there are other locations in the SGAT that have time 

references. This is a contract particular to a state. 

Since it's saying coordinated installations scheduled 

to commence after 5:OO - -  scheduled to commence between 

5 p.m. and 8 a.m. or something like that should solve 

the problem, because this is a contract specific to - -  

would become a contract specific to the state. 

MR. WILSON: The only concern was, you 

have service centers in different time zones that may 

be handling calls or orders. 

MR. ANTONTJK: I think in fact, now that 

I mentioned the issue, I recall specifically there was 

one section where there was a decision made to specify 

that the time was Mountain time regardless of what the 

local time was. I know at least once - -  

MS. DeCOOK: We did that for LNP, as I 

recall. 

MR. ANTONUK: Just be careful what 

you're doing. 
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MR. KOPTA: Just to not really raise an 

issue but with an explanation. 

5 5  

I think the language that you have in 

the latest version of the SGAT, Exhibit 3, is fine. 

We had some concerns based on the language that was 

in a prior exhibit, so that, I think, took care of the 

concern that we had. 

But I notice that in Exhibit 3 in this 

Section 9.2.3.7 that a lot of the language that was in 

the prior version doesn't show up here even though 

generally the custom has been to have it in and then 

stricken. I'm wondering whether that was just 

something that happened on this provision or are there 

other places? It makes it a little more difficult when 

I look at this and say what was our issue, because I 

don't see it here, because the language we had a 

problem with has been stricken but it isn't indicated 

as being stricken. It may have been just this one 

provision. 

MR. STEESE: I don't know the answer to 

your question. We try very hard to do that, and if 

this one slipped, we apologize. 

MS. SACILOTTO: It might have been 

moved. We moved some of the language to 9.2.4.10. 

If you go to 9.2.4.10 you can see cross-outs. 

MR. ANT0"K: They killed it twice; 
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MR. KOPTA: It's still live language 

that was in the prior exhibit. But I'm just assuming 

that it's a wordsmithing of things and it's one area. 

It's usually accurate in terms of what was there before 

and what was stricken. 

MR. STEESE: Like I said, we tried very 

hard to do that, and if we missed on this occasion, we 

apologize. 

MR. LaFRANCE: I have a clarifying 

question about the additional cost the CLEC would occur 

to do an out-of-hours cut. 

On the retail side of the hours 

in the private line access tariff I believe there's a 

four-hour minimum overtime rate if service is to be cut 

after hours or on Saturdays. That totals approximately 

$344 or so, which would effectively double the 

nonrecurring charge for installation. As Ms. Liston 

said, to the degree the out-of-hours cuts will be the 

same on the retail and wholesale side, would that then 

be true on the wholesale side as well, that there would 

be a four-hour minimum overtime rate? 

MS. LISTON: The reference I made to 

the similarity on wholesale and retail was regarding 

hours. I wanted to make the point that the hours are 
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The SGAT in Exhibit A deals with the 

rates available or charges for services. To my 

knowledge, there isn't a four-hour minimum charge on 

the wholesale side. 

MR. LaFRANCE: There would be a 

difference from the private line - -  retail private 

line side of the house? 

MS. LISTON: From a rate perspective. 

MR. LaFRANCE: Do you anticipate that 

these additional charges will be subject to state cost 

proceedings? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, they will. 

MR. STEESE: In fact, that point it 

made in the SGAT, yes. They're found in Exhibit A and 

those rates are set by the commissions. So, yes. 

MS. DeCOOK: One of the questions that 

was raised in Colorado, are the Qwest employees that 

work after hours paid at an overtime rate or are they 

on shifts? You took that back. Did you ascertain the 

answer to those questions? 

MS. LISTON: What we did find out is 

that it varies. In many situations we are strictly on 

an overtime right now on hour to hours because of large 

volumes. There's no clean-cut answer to say, it's 

always going a shift change or it's going to be an 
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always out-of-hours overtime situation. Right now 

we're running a lot of overtime. There's no clear 

answer that you can say it's always on a shift change 

or always on overtime. 

MS. DeCOOK: Those that have a 9 to 5 

shift may be working overtime beyond their 5:OO cutoff, 

at the same time you may have others who are working on 

a 1 to 9 shift, something like that? 

MS. LISTON: I'm not aware of any of 

our network technicians that are working a 1 to 9 shift 

right now. 

MS. DeCOOK: I'm using that as a 

hypothetical. I'm not sure what your shift changes 

are. You would have as an overlap, wouldn't you - -  you 

would have some shift, you wouldn't necessarily have 

your technicians all working 9 to 5 or 8 to 5 or 

whatever your hours are? 

MS. LISTON: For the most part, for our 

installers we're working a regular day shift because 

that's where the primary work is done. If we know 

we're going to have a really large customer we may try 

to schedule something in advance so we get some - -  not 

putting everybody on overtime if we had a big weekend 

cut. Our installers are working a daytime shift. 

MS. DeCOOK: What about your central 
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office technicians? 

MS. LISTON: We do have shift 

differentials within the central office. 

MR. STEESE: Here, if you'll recall 

from Arizona, what we did is agreed to strike the word 

llovertimel' from Section 9.2.3.7.5, and that way as the 

states determined the appropriate rate, whether they 

used overtime factors or not, we were going to leave 

that to the cost proceeding to decide what the 

appropriate assumptions were, whether there was 

overtime involved, whether there was not, what kind of 

mix of technicians there would be, et cetera. That's 

why we struck the word "overtime," because it wasn't 

100 percent clear whether there would or wouldn't be 

overtime involved. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think you've achieved 

the same objective by going to out-of-hours because 

that's a different charge than the standard. 

MR. ANTONUK: Not necessarily. 

MS. DeCOOK: It generally is. 

MR. ANTONUK: They might propose one, 

but to justify it if it's different, they're going to 

have to show their costs are different in these hours 

to the state commissions and state commissions are 

going to have to decide whether to accept that or not. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Right. But there also may 

be a time when there is an appropriate out-of-hours 

charge versus one where it shouldn't be an out-of-hours 

charge. The way this is structured, it assumes 

out-of-hours charges occur after 5. That may be 

determined to be inappropriate in the course of the 

cost case if you follow your approach. 

MR. ANTONUK: Then you could have an 

out-of-hours rate between 5 and 8 p.m. in Utah that's 

different from the 8 p.m. to midnight out-of-hours 

rate, and it seems to me that all should get hashed out 

in the cost case. Unless I'm missing a step here. 

MR. STEESE: We agree with you. 

In fact, this issue was deferred to the Arizona cost 

docket in Arizona with that language change and we 

think that would be the appropriate thing to do here 

too. 

MS. CLAUSON: In 9.2.3.7.5 if you 

changed Ilwill IIto lrmay,ll because otherwise it reads as 

though you've established the right during those hours 

to get a charge and now the issue being deferred is 

simply to establish a charge and maybe they won't 

establish one. If you say 'may" and then there will 

only be a charge if it's adopted. 

MR. STEESE: We disagree with that. 
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If you look at the language, I think Mr. Antonuk is 

correct. If they come back and say that the additional 

charge, which is set forth in Exhibit A, is zero, then 

the answer is your additional charge is zero. 

The whole point here is that we have 

ordinary hours of operation - -  if you put the word 

"may" in, sounds as though sometimes we're not going to 

charge, sometimes we do. It is clearly our intention 

to charge for this work. If a commission determines we 

can charge nothing additional and the number is zero, 

then that's what goes in Exhibit A. 

MR. ANTONUK: I read the section 

as saying no more than in general, Qwest's costs 

out-of-hours will be higher. I read it also as saying 

that a commission can decide that for portions of the 

out-of-hours period there are no additional charges, 

for other portions there are maybe an extra $10 an 

hour, after midnight it's $30 an hour. 

MS. CLAUSON: What if for the whole 

time there's none so it says you will incur them and 

there is none? 

MR. ANTONUK: Maybe I'm assuming too 

much, but it goes without saying to me that across the 

entire period outside of 9 to 5 a business's labor 

costs are going to be higher. 
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MS. CLAUSON: By saying it will happen, 
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it's as though it's been established. That's how it 

reads, is that that's been decided here. If we aren't 

deciding that here and the whole issue of whether any 

additional charges will be paid is going to be moved to 

the cost docket, it would clarify that to say or you 

could say CLEC will incur additional charges, if any. 

MR. ANTONUK: How about, Qwest will 

have the right to recover additional charges for 

out-of-hours coordinated installations? 

MR. STEESE: I don't see this 

discussion as important, to be perfectly candid. 

I think that the language is very clear. We say 

in the SGAT many times we're going to incur charges 

for conditioning. In some states have said that 

conditioning charge is zero and we put zero in our 

Exhibit A. 

I don't see this as an issue that 

merits discussion. 

MS. DeCOOK: The difference is that in 

this case you're establishing a window and then you're 

saying anything outside of that window constitutes 

out-of-hours, and then you say you're entitled to 

recover for out-of-hours charges. 

I think the problem is, if in the 
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course of the cost case a state commission determines 
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that beyond that window for some period of time you're 

not entitled to out-of-hours, that's not reflected in 

the SGAT. 

MR. STEESE: The issue goes back to 

Section 2.2 .  If the Commission were to say that this 

shouldn't be 8 to 5, should be 8 to 7, then we're 

required to modify our SGAT accordingly. We have to do 

that. If they decide that in a cost docket, we would 

have to go back to 9.2 .3 .7  and make it clear it's 

8 to 7. 

MS. DeCOOK: If you agree in the 

course of the cost docket we can address the 8 to 5 

time framed that you've established here, I don't have 

a problem with that. But I can hear it now when we get 

to the cost docket you'll argue that that was approved 

by the state commissions, it's not a cost issue, and so 

it shouldn't be subject to the cost docket. 

If you're willing to commit that CLECs 

can raise this particular provision and the legitimacy 

of an 8 to 5 window, we can defer it. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't think that 

commitment needs to be in the SGAT, but I'm willing 

to say when the report comes out on this issue, that's 

clearly the understanding. 
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MS. DeCOOK: I don't want it 

necessarily in SGAT language, but - -  here we're saying 
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that's an open issue in the cost docket. I want to 

make sure that's reflected in the record so we don't 

get in the cost docket and have a fight about that. 

MS. LISTON: My understanding of what 

we're talking about with deferral to the cost docket 

was, we're saying our installation hours are 8 to 5 and 

that out-of-hours charges - -  additional charges apply 

if you schedule an installation outside of that window. 

What I was understanding is that in the 

cost docket what those charges are is what's decided in 

the cost docket, it would take into consideration all 

factors of what are the expenses associated with doing 

installations outside of the 8 to 5 window. 

I think I heard you just say something 

a little differently in terms of what you would want to 

bring to the cost docket and that is whether the 8 to 5 

window is valid. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me try a solution 

because I have this vision of angels dancing on pin 

heads right now. 

Are the parties willing to stipulate 

that to the extent that Qwest seeks to recover 

out-of-hours any charges different from what it 
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recovers in-hours, it will have the same burden to 

justify that those charges are cost-based as it does 
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for any other nonrecurring charge it makes to CLECs? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Is that stipulation broad 

enough to cover the concerns of the CLECs that they're 

not going to be short-circuited in efforts to argue 

that for some or all of the non-8 to 5 period that 

there are in fact no additional costs that should be 

charge? 

MS. CLAUSON: I would address 

Ms. Liston's point, when you say are you questioning 

the 8 to 5 window, let's say a commission set the 

rate at zero for the rest. In a way the window is 

meaningless because you can schedule an appointment so 

that it would undermine the window. We haven't agreed 

not to do that. I do think what you said would cover 

that. I want to get back to that, the window doesn't 

really have any meaning. 

MS. DeCOOK: If that occurred in a cost 

case, there would need to be some amendment to this 

language, obviously, because to me the window then 

changes depending upon how the state rules. 

MR. STEESE: Section 2.2 requires us to 

conform the SGAT to commission decisions, specifically 
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out of cost dockets in other proceedings. If that were 

to be decided an amendment was appropriate, Qwest 

understands it must modify its SGAT accordingly. 
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MS. DeCOOK: That's not my concern. 

My concern - -  the issue is when we get to the cost case 

I want to make sure we're free to litigate this issue 

and that we're not hampered by the fact that this 

language has been agreed to and approved. 

MR. ANTONUK: The way I tried to phrase 

the stipulation, you're free to argue there's not one 

bene of additional just covered outside this window, 

and that whatever burden Qwest has to show there is 

the same as it has for any other current charge. 

We've got a stipulation that's on the 

record; do we need to carry this any further or do you 

feel your interests are adequately projected at this 

point? 

MS. DeCOOK: We're fine with that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Great. That means the 

briefs will be at least a paragraph shorter. At this 

point I'll settle for anything I can get. 

MR. STEESE: Is that issue closed? 

MS. KILGORE: What was the final 

resolution on the time issue? 

MR. STEESE: Leaving it as is. 
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MR. ANTONUK: If anybody wants to talk 

about these kind of issues in the general terms and 

conditions section, that's certainly the appropriate 
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forum for doing that. 

MS. DeCOOK: We'll do that. 

MS. BEWICK: Qwest is going to address 

Eschelon's issue about coordinated installs commencing 

before hours somehow? That was being discussed when 

Mr. Antonuk brought up the local time. I wanted to be 

sure that was going to be addressed, what Karen brought 

UP * 

MR. STEESE: Yes. We can change 

Section 9.2.3.7.5 to say coordinated installation 

scheduled to commence between 5 p.m. - -  let me say 

it a different way. Coordinated installation scheduled 

to commence out-of-hours. 

Let see me say it even differently. 

For coordinated installations scheduled to commence 

after hours, CLEC will incur additional charges. 

These charges are set forth in Exhibit A. 

MR. STEESE: Never mind. 

MR. ANTONUK: Sounds like that works. 

Let's break for 10 minutes. 

(Recess taken. 1 

MR. ANTONUK: When we broke, I think we 
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closed issue 16 on Mr. Steese's representation that he 

would not change the language until hell freezes over. 

I believe we're going to pick up with a weather 

bulletin. 
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MR. STEESE: It's getting mighty cold 

down here. 

We were talking about scheduled 

out-of-hours cuts, and it came to my attention that 

sometimes the out-of-hours cuts last for many hours for 

a large business customer. So if it's scheduled to 

begin at 4:45 and goes until 10, we would consider that 

an out-of-hours cut. We say commencing - -  scheduled to 

commence. We would like to add scheduled to commence 

and complete. 

MS. CLAUSON: In that situation, 

if something goes wrong, say Qwest has an issue that 

causes it to go long, are you going to then double 

whammy the CLEC with also charging them on the extra 

hours? 

MR. STEESE: When we say the word 

"scheduled," that's why we use the word "scheduled. 

If we make a mistake and end up being out-of-hours 

because we make a mistake, then the schedule should 

have provided otherwise. But this is only to 

accommodate, and I'm putting this on the record, 
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the situation where you're talking about a huge cut 

that takes many hours and they're trying to avoid 

out-of-hours, you started at 4:58. 

MS. CLAUSON: So it would not cover a 
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situation where it was scheduled earlier in the day. 

It gets pushed later in the day, you would not pay 

out-of-hours for that? 

MR. STEESE: It was not scheduled for 

that, correct. It's scheduled to commence and 

complete. 

MS. CLAUSON: How do we know that 

it's scheduled to complete because you don't put a 

completion time? Is it by the interval, if it's one to 

69 it's done in an hour, is that the scheduled complete 

time? 

MR. STEESE: Just one moment. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: When you look at the 

performance indicators, the performance indicators have 

certain numbers that show you're supposed to have loops 

down for a certain period of time. The scheduled end 

date would be an estimate. It really wouldn't be - -  

we're starting at 4, ending at 5. It would be your 

starting at 4:00, you're asking to port five numbers, 

as a general rule you can get that done. We're looking 
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at the situation it's a huge cut and it's going to take 

many, many hours and there are large business customers 

and medium-sized business customers where we do that 

with some regularity. 

MS. CLAUSON: Even a small customer can 
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end up going over 5. It should have completed under 

your measure. I'm wondering more about the language. 

How are you capturing that? We get a start time but we 

don't get a completion time. We don't really want it 

to be up to Qwest to say that was the completion time. 

Where is that completion time that's scheduled to occur 

before 5? 

MS. LISTON: 1 think the best rule 

of thumb for this is going back and looking at the 

performance measurement for the OP-13. Within OP-13 

we define the coordinated installation. Coordinated 

installation does a breakdown basically saying by - -  

breaks it down between analog loops and all other 

loops, and goes by the number of lines you're going to 

cut. If you're in a situation where you're cutting 18 

to 24 lines, it's at the highest end. I don't remember 

the numbers off the top of my head, but that would give 

you a rule of thumb of saying, that cut should take 

three hours situation. 

If you were looking at that and knew 
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you would be cutting 18 lines and OP-13 says the window 

is three hours and you were scheduling it at 4:00, you 

knew it was going to run beyond the 5:OO time, that 

would be scheduled to start and complete after hours 

situation 
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MS. CLAUSON: For costing and planning 

purposes, I need to know if I'm going to be charged. 

So if I do what you just said and I plan on the three 

hours and I schedule it at 2 so it will be done by 5 

but for some reason it goes long, how does the language 

assure even though it went long it shouldn't have and 

therefore I don't pay that extra charge? 

MS. LISTON: I hear what you're saying. 

My first thought--I'11 look at the 

SGAT again because we talk about it--maybe instead of 

saying scheduled time, we want to say the appointment 

time. It's scheduled to the appointment time and that 

would tie us back into the OP-13 measure. So that 

would give us that reference point for a tie-in for the 

SGAT. Instead of saying scheduled to start and stop, 

we can say that the appointment time and then we can 

tie that back into - -  we do have the PIDs in Section 20 

so that information is also there. We can say the 

appointment time provides it so that we get the window 

as defined in Section 20, or something like that. 
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MR. STEESE: My reaction is to go 

back to where we started. This is going to become 

an impossible situation. If we find ourselves in a 

situation where a CLEC is trying to start a cut at 

4:58 and supposed to last seven hours because it's 100 

lines, I don't know if that's the right time it would 
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take, just hypothetically, then we'll be talking with 

them about the out-of-hours situation. 

MS. CLAUSON: That's not necessarily 

true. If we have the certainty of the language - -  if 

the exact example you gave, I would know whether I was 

charged for those six hours by what it says here, if it 

says here that the additional charges apply if it goes 

beyond the scheduled time and the interval in Section 

2 0 ,  then I know when I schedule that seven-hour cut 

at 4:45 I'm going to pay and maybe I'm willing to pay 

because that's the only time I can do it. But to have 

it unclear is the problem. 

As long as you're dealing with it here, 

let's make it clear that if it commences -- if 

appointment time and the interval in Section 20, if 

that occurs out-of-hours, you pay; if it doesn't, you 

don't pay. That way, then you don't have to have that 

discussion and it's more flow-through for everybody 

because you just know you pay or you don't. 
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MR. STEESE: Where I end up, I think we 

should go back to the original language. It takes care 

of that very issue. 

MS. CLAUSON: The problem is that Qwest 

can argue that the installation occurred out-of-hours 

simply because it went over, even though under any 
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expected interval it doesn't. You're saying you don't 

charge for that situation and so let's just memorialize 

that. If it was scheduled to go that long, you'll 

charge for it. Since we know what your policy is, 

let's just put it in writing. 

MR. STEESE: One second. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: We'll take this language 

back and we'll look at it. 

MS. CLAUSON: Thank you. 

MR. STEESE: The next thing we were 

going to do was talk about a couple of take-backs from 

yesterday. We had two take-backs. First had to do 

with IDLC. I'm not going to start with IDLC because 

we're preparing one additional exhibit. 

We also talked about high-capacity 

loops, and while the overall interval would be ICB, 

AT&T was asking we have something standardized in 

terms of products so it can be ordered. What we're 
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circulating is a document. 

Mr. Antonuk, this is Exhibit 18; is 

that correct? 

MR. ANTONUK: It is. 

(Exhibit WS6-QWE-JML-18 was marked for 

identification purposes.) 

MR. STEESE: Exhibit 18 for language 
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to 9.2.2.3.1. We have made very clear what we said we 

would do yesterday and that is make plain that we will 

offer OC-3, 12, 48 and 192 loops to the extent we have 

them available. 

MR. ANTONLJK: Is this Loop 4? Just so 

I can keep my notes straight. 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it is Loop 4. 

MR. STEESE: As a result, we think that 

we satisfy Mr. Wilson's concerns. 

We are also going to be modifying our 

technical publications within 45 days of close of this 

workshop, as we have promised, to make very plain that 

the OC products can be ordered from Qwest. 

Mr. Wilson, I thought you said this 

might satisfy your concerns. You wanted to look 

through other SGAT provisions to see if there was 

anything else that needed a change in light of what 

we've agreed to do? 
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MR. WILSON: Yes. I think this will 

do, except that you forget OC-24. I believe w e  do need 

to add the same SONET rates in the Section 9.2.3.3 

which is rate elements. Add it as part of DS-1 and 

DS-3 and put it in that string of digital loops. 

It may turn out in the cost cases that 

it is set as I C B ,  but at least this puts it in as a 
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rate element. 

MR. STEESE: You want the same list, 

DS-1 and DS-3 capable loop, then you want us to put 

OC-3, OC-12, OC-24, OC-48 and OC-192 high-capacity 

loops? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: Does that take care of 

that one? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. I checked through 

the rest of the loop section and I think these two 

places will cover it. 

MR. WILSON: You're agreeing to include 

it in the technical publication and the IRRG or 

whatever that's called now? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. Just one moment. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: Yes. In the Pcat-2. 
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It will be in both the technical publications and the 

product catalog. 

MR. WILSON: Thank you. 

We were looking at the definition of 

the local loop. I don't know that we need to put it 

there. It does say other - -  it does include fiber 

loops. Since we're putting the detail in the loop 

section I don't know we need to modify the definition 
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as much. 

closed? 

MR. STEESE: We can consider this one 

IR. lILSON: I thir k so. 

MR. STEESE: I thought we were going 

to have the ability to go to IDLC. We have a process 

document hairpinning its way here. Rather than waste 

time and do it twice, let's move on to the next issue. 

MR. WILSON: When you get that language 

you could give it to us for review because I may have 

some additional suggestions for that after we look at 

your language. 

MR. STEESE: Was the language 

circulated on IDLC? We can go ahead and circulate it 

and mark that now; make it Exhibit 19. 

(Exhibit WS6-QWE-JML-19 was marked for 

identification purposes.) 
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MR. STEESE: Suggested to 9.2.2.2.1.  

MR. WILSON: Perhaps we can readdress 

this after lunch. 

MR. STEESE: That's fine. 

MS. DeCOOK: As long as we're doing 

take-backs, while Ms. Lubamersky is here, we did check 

with Mr. Finnegan. He is out of town until Friday but 

he can be here Friday. 
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MR. STEESE: Ms. Lubamersky will join 

by phone Friday. 

MR. ANTONUK: What we were going to 

talk about? 

MR. STEESE: Loop 1 interval issues. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. Although by Friday 

we may or may not decide that discussion is worth 

deferring until the first week in June. I'm checking 

on some things that hopefully I'll be able to tell you 

about then. For now, that sounds fine, but I may have 

to advise you of other arrangements in the next day or 

so for reasons that will remain mysterious for now. 

Exhibit 19 we're going to hold 

discussion of; is that correct? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: We would ordinarily have 

come to 18 but I see that's listed as a Rhythms issue, 
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so we'll hold that with the others that fall into that 

category, and we'll move to Loop 19. 

MR. STEESE: Before we move to Loop 19, 

I don't know if AT&T is prepared to go back to Loop 8. 

You were going to talk to Mr. Wilson about a couple of 

issues. Did you have a chance over the break? 

MS. DeCOOK: I did, and he had one 

additional series of questions he wanted to ask. 

MR. WILSON: The issue here is the 
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availability of information for CLEC agents. I think 

there's a distinction between what order-takers would 

have available to them for the ordering process and 

what people doing provisioning would have. 

Generally, provisioning is a back 

office function where information is more available in 

terms of spare facilities, et cetera. I think to lump 

ordering and provisioning together with respect to 

availability of information is probably not the right 

way to do it. I think you need to distinguish between 

a person taking orders from an end-user and then 

someone actually doing provisioning. 

I think our concern was that the 

Qwest provisioning people have information that's not 

available to CLECs.  I think primarily the concern is 

for spare facilities that may be available. 
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MS. LISTON:  What we discussed earlier 

has to do with the issue you're asking about with the 

provisioning. 

Once the orders are placed within 

the Qwest systems, whether it be from a retail service 

order and a retail sales representative placing that 

order or a CLEC placing an LSR that gets turned into a 

Qwest service order, the provisioning process is the 

same for retail and wholesale. To the manner in which 
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we do our line assignments, the manner in which we look 

for spare facilities is the same both for retail and 

wholesale. 

What we talked about earlier this 

morning was from a provisioning perspective the access 

to systems that's available for retail sales are the 

same as the access for wholesale. So you have access 

to the same tools, same information as retail does. 

MR. WILSON: One big fly in the 

ointment is the need that we have identified yesterday 

to look at where digital loop carrier is involved, 

specifically integrated digital loop carrier, and where 

spare facilities might be available to alleviate the 

need for using the IDLC. 

MS. LISTON: The issue associated 

with whether the IDLC is present is handled in the loop 
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qualification tools. That information is given to you 

to check for the verification. 

The other thing I mentioned in terms 

of the spare facility issue, what Qwest retail offices 

have available to them is a facility check function for 

spare facilities. That functionality is also available 

in IMA for a facility check. So the same functionality 

for spare facilities is both in resale and wholesale, 

We talked a little bit, going way back 

to probably in Arizona, on the aDSL loop qualification 
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tool. In that discussion I mentioned that if you look 

at the aDSL tool there's a functionality that says - -  

it's called existing TN. On the screen you'll see 

there's a box where you can check. If you don't check 

that you want to check for existing TNs, it will look 

for spare facilities. It's another way that you can 

get some information on spare facilities on using the 

aDSL tool. 

Beyond that, what we're saying is that 

the functionality for spare, wholesale, and retail are 

in parity and that - -  I did mention yesterday we are 

doing some other enhancements to get more of the spare 

facilities in the raw loop data tool. It is available 

at the wire center level, it is not available at the 

TN level. There's a system enhancement to do that. 
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Beyond that, our retail service reps do 

not have access to LFAC and it's through the overall 

assignment process that they have access - -  that the 

LFAC gets used and we do the same retail and wholesale. 

MR. WILSON: I think I'm past the 

retail parity issue here. I think the need has been 

identified for a CLEC to be able to look at spare 

facilities of all types. 

Qwest's testimony in Colorado stated 

that the only spare facilities that are available over 
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the current tools are those that are connected from the 

- -  clear through to the switch. In other words, it's 

not all spare facilities. I couldn't look at spare 

feeder, I couldn't look at spare distribution that was 

not connected to feeder, and I think itls just a subset 

of spare that I'm able to look at. 

With the problems associated with 

digital loop carrier, I think we need to look at 

all of those spare facilities in order to help make 

suggestions about how this could be configured to 

unbundle the loops where integrated digital loop 

carrier is used. 

MS. LISTON: I disagree with you on 

that. When the process for designing a loop is done 

within the loop assignment center, it's through the 
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LFAC system, the order will come in and will look for 

facilities that meet those needs. Both the wholesale 

and retail process is the same; order comes in, goes 

through the assignment process, and we look for 

creation of that loop. There's nothing in the FCC 

rules that said that Qwest has to give you information 

about our entire network in any different fashion than 

we do for retail. In retail when the order comes in, 

it goes through the assignment process, the assignments 

are made, and then the loop is created, so to speak, 

in wholesale; you place the order, it goes through the 
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assignment process, and the loop is created. We do it 

in the same fashion, we do it in the same time, and 

that's what the FCC requires. 

MR. STEESE: The problem is your retail 

agents don't have this integrated digital loop carrier 

problem we do. They have no such problem. 

MS. LISTON: It's still going to have 

to go through the assignment process to look for to 

create a loop that's going to make it work. There's no 

way - -  giving you information in terms of F1 or F2 is 

not going to answer the information in terms of whether 

or not we're going to be able to create the total loop. 

The requirement from the FCC says that we do the 

process in parity, we do it the same way. We give 
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the information to you the same as what we do for 

wholesale. The steps we have to take are the steps we 

would have to take for looking for an alternative if we 

had do it for retail. 

MR. STEESE: Think of the IDLC 

comparative to us as being a situation where our 

systems show we're at facilities exhaust and now 

what are we going to go in our CO to try and free up 

facilities? In that situation it would be the same 

thing. It would go through an assignment process. 

Is there some facilities we can basically peel off 
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or make available? 

When we're looking at this 

particular issue, what I hear you saying, you want more 

information from our systems, from LFAC, and the FCC 

has made very clear that what's required is parity and 

information. 

We have distributed an exhibit 

yesterday, I think it's Exhibit 16, which shows that 

the ROC OSS says test is specifically going to look at 

the loop qualification, the underlying loop makeup to 

make sure what you have is at parity with what we have. 

We thought the appropriate place to 

handle that issue is in the test. 

MR. WILSON: The problem is that if a 
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CLEC wants to market to a neighborhood with IDLC and if 

you go into the system and it shows IDLC and it shows 

three copper loops available, what do you after three 

copper loops? You don't know. It's kind of a void. 

If we had access to the information as 

I'm suggesting, we could see what other alternatives 

were there and make plans accordingly, and then be 

more comfortable with ordering for unbundled loops. 

MR. STEESE: You said you moved past 

the retail parity question. Are you thinking that you 

are at parity or at least you're going to be able to 

determine that you're at parity through the test and 
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now you think if this information isn't provided to 

your retail reps you need something more than parity? 

Is that what you're saying? 

MR. WILSON: I think the problem is, 

as I said, their retail reps don't have the integrated 

digital loop carrier problem. They can assign new 

circuits that use digital loop carrier and they don't 

have to worry about, can this be unbundled as a loop? 

They just do their provisioning, where our agents can't 

do that. That's the problem we're trying to solve 

here. That's why parity isn't quite addressable in 

that sense. 

MR. STEESE: Can you still answer my 
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question? Are you saying you want to try to get beyond 

parity because you have a unique issue, you believe, 

with IDLC? 

MR. WILSON: I believe that's what I 

said. This is a unique issue that our agents - -  since 

we can't provision in the same way your agents can, we 

need more visibility into what's available. It's an 

apples and oranges situation. In order to provision 

at parity, we need this information. 

MR. STEESE: The issue is, wouldn't 

you agree that there are situations where Qwest is at 

facilities exhaust and it's not going to be able to 
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assign a pair through the normal course and it's going 

to have to assign out to its technicians to see how 

they can make loops available to customers, they do 

that, right? 

MR. WILSON: But this is not really - -  

what I meant, this is not really a parity issue. This 

is information necessary to meet your obligation for 

unbundling loops. 

MR. STEESE: Yesterday we heard you 

say, and Ms. DeCook say several times, that we have to 

unbundle IDLC and it's only when the stars are aligned 

when in fact unbundling is not possible. 

I'm hearing you say you need to make 
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sure you can market to a community that is served by 

IDLC with unbundled loops, then yesterday I heard you 

say we have to unbundle them. We acknowledged that. 

Now you're saying you need more information because 

you might not be able to actually use the - -  get to 

customers who are served by IDLC. You say, but that 

almost never happens. So, what is it? 

MR. WILSON: It's an issue of, how 

do you do it? 

The problem is, Qwest, when they're 

marketing to a neighborhood, you don't have to stop and 

look to see - -  as Ms. Liston said, yesterday we could 

look in the data base to see if it was IDLC. Your 
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agents don't have to do that. 

MR. STEESE: Why would you have to do 

that? 

MR. WILSON: If you're going to market 

to a neighborhood or community, you have to know, can 

you freely advertise your product and be assured of not 

having orders put on hold for six months? 

MR. STEESE: What I'm hearing you say 

is, we have to unbundle I D L C .  So if those customers 

are served by I D L C  we must unbundle. Then there's the 

one time when all these things have to happen and one 

of them is space exhaust. How are we going to serve 
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that customer either? We're going to be in the exact 

same situation. 

MR. WILSON: No, no. It's about 

when can one serve, how quickly. That's the problem. 

You can serve quickly. We don't know. We have to be 

able to see what's available so we can get a feel for 

how long this is going to take. Are there some other 

methods that could be used? That's the difference 

here. 

MR. STEESE: It's not a question of 

whether you get facilities, it's when you get 

facilities? 

MR. WILSON: That's what we identified 
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yesterday as a big issue here, yes. 

MR. STEESE: What you're saying is, 

we need to make additional information beyond parity 

available to you, to AT&T, so you know if you can serve 

that customer in five days? 

WILSON: I don't agree with the use 

of the word "parity," but I think the rest of your 

statement is correct. When do we have to go to your 

90- to 120-day process to put in an additional central 

office terminal? 

MS. LISTON: One of the things that 

we're losing in this whole discussion is going back to 
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looking at two pieces. One is, what is required by the 

law, and basically the FCC says that the information we 

have available in our systems and in our data bases 

needs to be made available to the CLEC community in the 

same time and manner that we do internally. To that 

regard, the loop qualification tools have been 

established to provide the overall loop makeup 

information on a preorder basis. 

The next step is, we keep talking about 

the LFAC tool, the LFAC data base. The LFAC data base 

is an assignment data base. That is strictly used for 

the creation and establishment of a service. When a 

request comes in to Qwest, retail or wholesale, the 

service order is created and it flows through the 
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systems, and then once it hits the assignment process 

that circuit is created. 

We've been talking about the LFAC like 

you can go in and find out about F1 and go in and do 

it. It's a mechanized system that assigns and creates 

the service. It doesn't say you're going to be able to 

serve and say here's my Fls. It's an assignment tool. 

The way it works for wholesale and retail is a service 

order is placed, order goes in, we assign it, find the 

facilities, we do it in the same fashion for wholesale 

and retail, and then it's created. 
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There's no way that we could be in a 

position where we'd say you creating your own loop 

design. That's not a requirement under the FCC. 

There's no way weld be able to facilitate you creating 

or designing your own loops. That's not a requirement 

to the FCC. FCC says do to in the same manner, fashion 

and time, and that's what Qwest is providing. 

MS. DeCOOK: I want to make sure the 

record is clear. It's Qwest that's been representing 

that this is something that is minimal, that will only 

occur when the stars align. We have no way to prove 

you right or wrong on that. We have to take you at 

your word because you have the facts, we don't. In 

order to protect our ability to serve these customers, 
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we want to make sure that all the processes are in 

place and we have everything available to us so we 

don’t get in a situation where we cannot serve these 

customers because of IDLC. We’re not agreeing that 

this is a minimal issue, because we have no way of 

knowing. 

I want to make sure that the record is 

clear on that. 

MR. STEESE: When you look at 

unbundling IDLC, it’s not an easy thing to do. We all 

acknowledge that. We had a lot of discussion about 
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alternatives to get it done. 

What I hear today is, we want 

information from LFAC on loop segments, on other pieces 

of information beyond that which we have on the retail 

side. The way that Qwest provides that to you is 

through the loop assignment process in the exact 

same way that if we had a problem we would do it f o r  

ourselves. That’s the testimony. 

If you look at paragraph 431 of 

UNE remand it says, and I quote, “TO the extent such 

information is not normally provided to the incumbent 

LECs retail personal but may be obtained by contacting 

incumbent back office personnel, it must be provided to 

requesting carriers within the same time frame that 

any incumbent personnel are able to obtain such 
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carrier. 

MS. DeCOOK: When you say that the 

access - -  we want the access that Qwest personnel have, 

are you talking about some other form of access beyond 

the assignment process? If so, can you explain what 

you mean. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. It would be 

information available to Qwest personnel that can 
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directly query the data bases of LFAC and TIRKS to 

see what spare facilities are available. This is a 

question of inventory. Qwest knows and can look at its 

own inventory. I think we've identified the situation 

where the CLEC will need that same type of information. 

MS. LISTON: As I stated earlier, 

the FCC states we give it to you in the same time and 

manner that we do for retail. In terms of the spare 

facility issue, that's done the same way. There is no 

process of querying to look for spare pieces. The 

assignment process is the creation of an assignment, 

it's the creation of a service, it's the way it's 

established. It will capture those and hold onto them, 

saying, this is a complete facility. That tool is 

providing direct access into the LFAC data base. 

It's not required by the FCC. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Is it your testimony 

that Qwest never goes into TIRKS and LFAC to design a 

service for its customers without using the assignment 

process? In other words, they always use the 

assignment process, they never use the data bases to 

provision their services outside of that assignment 

process? 

MS. LISTON: If you look at the overall 

process flow for all orders, wholesale and retail, once 
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the order is created, the very first step that occurs 

- -  next step that occurs is the assignment process. 

Wholesale and retail assignment occurs before any other 

issues take place. 

MS. DeCOOK: That wasn't my question. 

My question is, do they ever go outside of that 

process? Let's say they go through the assignment 

process and they can't find a facility. Do they ever 

then go in and look at TIRKS and LFAC outside of that 

assignment process to find facilities that they can use 

to design the service? 

MS. LISTON: The way it would work is 

that it first goes through the assignment process on 

a mechanized basis. If it cannot create a mechanized 

flow, then a manual process gets kicked into place to 

look for ways to provide the service. When the manual 
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process comes in, they'll institute other queries 

against the LFAC data base. So it goes against the 

LFAC data base and it will ask for different things. 

There's an option where it asks for a line and station 

transfer kind of information. This is different 

options within the LFAC that go beyond the first step 

where it automatically goes and looks for the 

assignment and pair. 

MR. STEESE: That will happen the same 
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for retail and wholesale? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. DeCOOK: Qwest will be doing that 

manual review on the CLEC's behalf? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. DeCOOK: The CLEC can't do that on 

their own? They can't get access to the data base to 

do that manual review? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. Neither 

would our retail service representatives as part of the 

process of assignment. 

MS. DeCOOK: Incumbent personnel are 

getting access to that to do the manual process, right? 

MR. STEESE: That's exactly what 

the FCC said was appropriate. If it goes to the back 

office systems then in that particular circumstance we 

have to go to the back office systems the same way for 
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you, which is exactly what we're doing. 

MS. DeCOOK: We can debate what the FCC 

requires and what they don't require in their briefs. 

I think we've identified at least the processes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me make sure I 

understand the issue before we leave it. 

I thought part of the argument was 

that, unlike Qwest, AT&T has a particular need to get 
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this information before the assignment process takes 

place because its provisioning problems are a little 

different when it has to unbundle a loop that is served 

by IDLC.  Qwest doesn't have to do that. If that's the 

way the issue is being framed, I have trouble seeing 

what a discussion of parity is really even all about 

here. 

Seems to me the issue is more, in order 

to have a reasonable opportunity to compete is there 

some information out there that Qwest has that it could 

make available to Qwest whether or not it makes - -  to 

AT&T whether or not it makes it available to itself 

prior to its use in the assignment process? Am I 

getting it right? 

MR. WILSON: Technically I would say 

certainly, yes. 

MR. STEESE: We take issue with the 
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fundamental premise. I think that their argument they 

need this information so they can provision loops to 

neighborhoods that are served by IDLC is an absolute 

red herring. Qwest has unbundled loops many times 

when you have customers served with IDLC. I heard 

Mr. Wilson end up saying no - -  the information is going 

to be one of timing. How quickly can you serve them? 

The simple fact is, when we have those 
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neighborhoods where we have exhaust issues and central 

office space issues, we have the same kind of issues. 

For him to say that AT&T is unique, it is true, they 

would be unbundling IDLC and we'd be looking at other 

ways to provide excess capacity for customers. It 

wouldn't be unbundling but it would be the functional 

equivalent for us on the retail side. 

I don't see any fundamental service 

between us. To us, it is clearly an issue of parity. 

The systems that we get, the order comes in, a customer 

calls us, our retail reps, the same as their people 

that were taking the orders from the customers would be 

looking at information. We'd say we can't tell from or 

the information we have it's IDLC, there might be an 

issue here. We would have the exact same questions and 

then it would have to go through the assignment process 

that Ms. Liston talked about in the exact same way for 

both parties to know exactly what we need to do. 
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I don't see AT&T's issue here. 

It seems as though this is a roundabout 

way to get to the LFAC data base that our retail 

customers don't have access to and FCC specifically 

said CLECs don't need access to. 

MR. ANTONUK: Is it reasonably clear 

what the FCC has said, it said in the context of IDLC 
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unbundling in all its complexities and, let's call it, 

evolution since the First Report and Order? 

MR. STEESE: Are you saying did they 

talk about the data base issue in the context of IDLC? 

Not to my recollection. 

MR. ANTONUK: They talk about it in 

context of where parity is the standard. 

MR. STEESE: Inquiries were 

specifically made to other BOCs for requesting access 

to LFAC. That exact question was raised and rejected. 

MR. ANTONUK: Suppose they have a 

fairly low level need for this, not the critical need 

Mr. Wilson is talking about. What's wrong with giving 

them the access they want? Why is that a problem? 

MS. LISTON: Several different things 

with access to LFAC. The LFAC data base contains the 

information associated with everyone's services. 

To the extent we have facilities that are in place for 
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AT&T, they would be in the LFAC data base. They've 

used unbundled loops - -  any other CLEC's services, 

they're going to be in there. 

MR. ANTONUK: Is that competitive 

information? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. It would lay out 

the network and tell everybody who is where. To some 
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extent that kind of competitive information is stuff 

that many people view as highly proprietary. 

Within the Qwest rules we have to 

protect proprietary information. It would have the 

information associated with nonpubs and nonlists in 

there, in addition to the other CLECs' network 

information. We don't believe it's appropriate to 

reveal that data base that has proprietary information 

in it. 

MR. ANTONUK: Other issues beside 

proprietary and competitive information? 

MS. LISTON: Only other concern that I 

have with the LFAC is one that I mentioned earlier and 

that is, if you look at the overall functionality of 

the LFAC data base, it is literally a one-at-a-time 

loop assignment process. It's built so that you 

capture that loop information you're looking to 

actually create it each time. It's not built as a 

query system. It says can you tell me if there's spare 
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21 MR. ANTONTJK: If you wanted to use it 

22 for Mr. Wilson's purposes you would have to structure a 

23 whole complex set of queries that was useable? 

24 MS. LISTON: Totally. It's a different 

25 set of functionality than LFAC has today because LFAC 
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is strictly an assignment process today. 

MR. ANTONUK: Couldn't the 

confidentiality and proprietary issues be solved if you 

provided the information that AT&T wanted rather than 

providing AT&T access to the full data base? 

MR. STEESE: Can I rephrase your 

quest ion? 

MR. ANTONUK: You can take a shot at 

it. Whether I'm going to let you remains to be seen. 

MR. STEESE: Would it be based on 

central office availability of facilities provide 

the information that AT&T needs for the most part? 

MR. ANTONUK: You're going to 

the usefulness of it. There's a debate about the 

usefulness of it. I'm going to have to resolve that. 

What I'm at now is, to me there's a 

scale here. How much ultimately we decide they need it 

versus how big a deal is it for you to give it to them? 

Those meters cross somewhere. I'm just trying to help 
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identify that cross point. 

The question I want to get at 

now is, to the extent you're worried about releasing 

information that's competitive or proprietary, couldn't 

you handle that if you did the queries based upon a set 

of - -  based on a spec that AT&T would deliver to you? 
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They would tell you this is what I want to you; you go 

run LFAC and give me the answer. 

MS. LISTON: It would be brand-new 

functionality for LFAC, because the way that LFAC is 

based today, it's strictly on the one-by-one loop 

assignment process functionality. So there isn't - -  it 

isn't structured to do generic queries or community 

queries or any of that. The data base is not built 

for that. 

MR. ANTONUK: That means you would 

either have potentially significant costs in building 

in that capability or it would be a very inefficient 

and time-consuming process for you to run a whole lot 

of individual increase to build this massive data that 

AT&T would want; is that fair? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. Not only on the 

individual, the way that the system is set up, it does 

take a service order to initiate that LFAC, so it would 

be - -  it would go through the actual creation of a 

loop. 
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MR. ANTONUK: I turn back to you, 

AT&T, and say to you, what do you think about this 

mediated access to it and who do you think ought to be 

responsible for the time and effort it takes to produce 

the information that you think you need that Qwest 
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retail people don't? 

MR. WILSON: The first question is, 

I have consistently said LFAC and TIRKS and Ms. Liston 

has avoided talking about TIRKS. If TIRKS is where the 

inventory is located we need to look at, maybe w e  

should broaden this discussion. If her testimony is 

that LFAC is only specific queries, we'll have to look 

back at Mr. Orrel's testimony in another state, who is 

probably more the expert on LFAC. But maybe TIRKS is 

the place to look for the inventory that we need to 

look at to see how can loops be provisioned to CLECs 

in these neighborhoods that have IDLC. 

I guess my question to Ms. Liston is, 

is TIRKS the place to look for the inventory we're 

talking about rather than LFAC? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know. 

Jeff, could you take that one? 

MR. HUBBARD: No, TIRKS wouldn't have 

the inventory for POTS-type service out there. TIRKS 

is basically a data base for transport. 
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MR. WILSON: What system would Qwest 

look at to find if there was spare feeder, copper 

feeder to a feeder distribution interface? 

MR. HUBBARD: That would be in the LFAC 

data base and it would go - -  if you put an order in and 
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there was spare facilities, copper to that cross box, 

it would automatically assign those. 

MS. DeCOOK: I have a question about 

this, because, Ms. Liston, the description you provided 

to Mr. Antonuk where it was on a customer-by-customer, 

line-by-line basis and it would be through the 

assignment process seems somewhat inconsistent with the 

manual process you described in response to one of my 

questions. 

It strikes me when you engage in 

a manual process you're looking at facilities in a 

different way than you would be doing it when you're 

going through the assignment process. So maybe you can 

clarify that for me. 

MS. LISTON: There's an overall flow. 

The first step of the flow is the creation of a service 

order. The service order is created, goes through 

the systems, it hits LFAC. LFAC attempts to do a 

mechanized assignment. It looks at what the service 

order says it's asking for, analog loop. Okay, an 

analog loop can be all these kinds of things. Do I 
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have facilities that match this? It goes through and 

says, I do. If it does, the assignment is created and 

it would go on its happy way. 

It comes through and hits and says, 
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whoops, I can't do this, I don't have a match. I can't 

find something that's going to work that I have feeder 

and distribution out to that customer premise. What 

happens, it comes back and says, I can't do a 

mechanized assignment. It will come into the manual 

mode and then our employees would start the manual 

process by saying, okay, can you do it, and it will 

basically put a new query into the data base. There's 

an 11-step process we've talked about where it will ask 

the different questions of LFAC to try to get it. 

That's where I was talking about the manual piece. 

It goes through mechanized first. If it falls out 

because there isn't an assignment then we go into 

manual mode to kick in alternatives looking for 

assignments. 
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MR. WILSON: And - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Before we proceed with 

this, I think what I hear, the gulf we have got to 

bridge, they've got a tool that finds facilities that 

will serve a customer. You need a tool that's going to 

tell you whether you can engage in fairly broad-based 

marketing sales activities for a lot of end-use 

customers. That I don't think - -  there's not a lot of 

doubt in my mind, from what I heard, that the tool is 

not made for that purpose. Whether or not the tool can 

be somehow adjusted or used to accomplish that purpose, 

I think may be a useful discussion here. 

MR. STEESE: Yes. And this is why I was 

asking the question I did. It's the one tool that we 

have, and I will ask Ms. Liston to describe it again. 

So, it is a Web-based tool, Central Office by Central 

Office. It shows how much copper, how much DLC, 

et cetera, you have in a neighborhood. It is the one 

place that I know - -  Ms. Liston - -  I am - -  do you know 

of anything else where they can go and look 

holistically at the wire center serving area to see if 

they can mass market for that area? 
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MR. ANTONUK: So, you are setting forth 

an alternative to LFACs that you think will better meet 

the need? 
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MR. STEESE: It's designed on a mass 

scale as opposed to the individual assignment process 

of LFACs. 

MR. WILSON: I think the problem with 

that - -  and I know that's the download of wire center 

information. As we heard Mr. Orrel testify, that 

doesn't include spare facilities that are not connected 

completely through. And, in other words, it would not 

show spare feeder where I could, then, or Qwest could 

then disconnect a loop from the IDLC remote terminal 

and connect it up to this copper feeder. It won't show 

that. And I am concerned that your mechanized process 

is not going to come up with those alternatives that we 

need to inject into this so we can help the process out 

a bit. 

MR. ANTONUK: Where the rub is to me, 

other than this whole overlying question of how badly 

you need this, is what are we going to do about the 

proprietary information issue and who is going to pay 

for making this tool function to the broader purpose 

that you want it to do, Mr. Wilson? 

MR. WILSON: Well, the proprietary 
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information issue has come up many times. I mean, the 

interesting thing is that, of course Qwest has the 

ability to access everybody's information all of the 
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time, and they don't see that as a problem, where they 

see a CLEC looking at the same information as a 

problem. And I find that a little curious to start 

with. 

MR. ANTONUK: What they know is the use 

you're making of their network. They don't know what's 

beyond that in your network, do they, or do they? 

MR. WILSON: They have the information, 

whatever information is in that database, for 

everyone's circuits. And what they are saying is the 

CLEC should not have access to that same information 

that would have their circuits, and of everyone else's 

also. I mean, you can write in that people - -  that 

marketing people and salespeople don't have access to 

this. Hopefully, Qwest's sales and marketing people 

don't have access to the CLEC information. That's in 

the same database. I mean, if you want to talk about 

the parity issue, I don't see how the proprietary 

nature of the information, and in the database, is any 

more proprietary to Qwest than it is to the CLECs. So, 

it's a common database at this point. 

MR. STEESE: Are all of your loop 

facilities in there, all of your cable facilities, all 
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of those loop facilities, are they there? 

MR. WILSON: All of the ones we're 
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leasing from Qwest, they certainly are. 

MR. STEESE: All of the others, are they 

in - -  all your individually owned facilities, are they 

in that common database that you called it? 

MR. WILSON: No, they are not. 

MR. STEESE: And all those high-cap 

facilities you are putting in yourself, are they there? 

No? 

MR. WILSON: The information, that if I 

have no facilities of my own, yes, they would all be in 

there. They would all be yours. 

MR. ANTONUK: Mr. Wilson, he's making a 

fair point. There is clearly a differential, 

definitely, of network information that exists there, 

as between Qwest and the CLECs. There's some overlap, 

but, you know, clearly there's a lot more information 

about Qwest's network in there than there is about 

yours. 

MR. WILSON: Well, that's why the SGAT is 

Qwest's document and Qwest has obligations. I mean 

that's - -  I mean, then you get into the whole other 

discussion that this is about what they are obligated 

to do. I was just looking at the fact that the 
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information in the database has both CLEC and Qwest 

information in it. And, 1 mean, 1 am not suggesting 
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that - -  I am not suggesting that the CLEC is going to 

be surfing for marketing information. This is looking 

at a neighborhood. Can a neighborhood support CLEC 

unbundled loops? How do we find that out? I mean, we 

had the whole discussion yesterday about Qwest saying 

it's difficult, and we're going to get to some 

processes that they use to unbundle IDLC, but we still, 

as a CLEC, don't have any information about how long 

will it take to market to these neighborhoods. 

MR. ANTONTJK: I guess, I think, by 

definition, we're in an area that requires judgment and 

balancing here. If you are willing to accept 

Qwest-provided information at your expense, then I 

think the need you have to show for the information is 

perhaps vanishingly low, but the more you want to put 

yourself into the middle of Qwest's network 

information, and the more you want Qwest to pay for it, 

then the need you've got to show for it, I would argue 

to you, goes up. That's why I was trying to set this 

whole thing up, by talking about where these meters 

cross, thinking about that for a second, because 

Mr. Hsiao has been trying to get a word in edgewise for 

quite a while. 

MR. HSIAO: I wanted to offer another 
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understand why AT&T might want access to LFACs, but 

smaller CLECs also want access to LFACs, because it is 

a much more robust database than what is offered 

through the loop qualification tool. And I know, in 

Illinois, that the commission there has ordered direct 

access to LFACs. And the way that we're talking about, 

to Ameritech, about getting that is by having a 

read-only terminal in Rhythms' facilities so we can go 

in, we can do a loop-by-loop query of LFACs, just the 

same way that Qwest retail can be. And I think, at 

least for our purposes, that's a very useful thing, so 

we can confirm the information that's given in the loop 

qualification database and also provides us information 

about spare facilities. 

MR. ANTONUK: But you are talking 

about - -  it sounds like you are talking about use of it 

kind of on a line-by-line or end-user-by-end-user 

basis; is that correct? 

MR. HSIAO: I didn't want to minimize the 

importance of also having that type of access to LFACs. 

I think that's something CLECs definitely want to have. 

MR. STEESE: One thing in response to 

that, I do not - -  I am not familiar with the Illinois 

decision, but I am familiar with the Massachusetts 
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decision, very recently, out of the Massachusetts 
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commission, where they specifically rejected that, and 

the FCC recently affirmed that, as we know, when they 

granted Bell Atlantic 271 authority in Massachusetts. 

So, I am not familiar with your case. I am aware of a 

Massachusetts case that says, if what you said is 

accurate, the exact opposite. 

MR. HSIAO: I would be happy to provide a 

copy of that decision to the - -  

MR. WILSON: I think it raises the 

question, what is the percent of loops served in the 

seven states with IDLC,  and is that percentage growing? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know the percentage 

of loops served by IDLC.  Jeff, do you have any feel, 

on an overall basis? 

MR. HUBBARD: I don't have a feel for 

that right now. 

MS. LISTON: One thing that I do want to 

say, though, is that a statement was made that there's 

no information available. And that's not completely 

true. To the extent that you go in and look at the 

wire center level data, you will be able to see that 

there's a preponderance - -  or no IDLC information. So, 

there are tools available to give you a flavor of 

what's going on, whether or not you are going to be 

encountering an IDLC problem. 
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1 I wanted to correct the record. There's 

2 no information available to the CLECs today. 

3 And 
the other thing is that throughout 
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the FCC, and it was in the UNE remand that talked about 

there is not a requirement on the ILEC to build 

additional systems or tools that are special for the 

purposes of providing CLECs information. Basically it 

says, give it in the same manner as you give your own 

services, and that's exactly what's being done today. 

MR. WILSON: Well, if that were true, we 

would still be using fax and phone calls for ordering, 

but I won't go there. I think it's my general belief 

that IDLC is a very efficient mechanism that Qwest does 

use, especially in states such as are represented here, 

because it is a means of efficiently serving remote and 

rural types of neighborhoods and locations. And I 

don't know specific numbers in Qwest's region, for 

these states, but I know, in some of the states I have 

looked at in Qwest's network, it can be up in the 20 

percent. And the problem is if you - -  if the 20 

percent is embedded within a larger neighborhood, that 

you may not be able to market a much larger proportion 

of the customers because you can't - -  when someone 

calls, it's pretty bad to say, well, we can't serve 

you, but I can serve your neighbor down the street. 
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M R .  STEESE: I think we're at an impasse 

point. 

MR. ANTONIJK: Anybody think there's any 

more factual light to shed on this before we move 

along? Okay. I think we're going to go back to 

Loop-6. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, just so I 

understand this precise issue we need to brief, have we 

created a process here for identifying those issues, or 

is it, simply, should we provide direct access to 

LFACs? Is it that simple? Just so we understand what 

it is. 

MR. ANTONIJK: Well, I think direct access 

to LFACs is the request that's been made. 

MR. WILSON: Yes, I think it is. 

MR. ANTONUK: And if I am - -  I mean, you 

all have sort of come at these issues on a 

winner-takes-all basis before. You are welcome to do 

that again. If you think there are middle grounds 

alternatives that are worth proposing, go ahead. 

MS. KILGORE: Was Qwest going to have a 

takeback on the percentage of IDLC servers or no? 

MS. LISTON: NO. 

MR. STEESE: (Shaking head in the 

negative.) To Loop-6? 
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MR. ANTONUK: Loop-6. 

MS. YOUNG: Was that an impasse on 

Loop-8C or is it a new - -  

MR. STEESE: I have made it a new issue, 

Loop-8D, because it's more refined than 8C. 

MS. YOUNG: Okay. Thanks. 

MR. ANTONUK: But it's, other than this 

issue we're talking about, there's nothing else in 8C 

that we're - -  

MR. STEESE: Correct. We can make it 8C. 

That's fine. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think the way it's framed, 

you are going to get different types of arguments. 

That may be okay, because what I heard from Hsiao is 

that there is at least an issue about direct access to 

LFACs that doesn't necessarily deal with the IDLC 

aspect. It may be broader. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. And even to the 

extent it does, you are talking about, I think, a 

different scope - -  

MS. DeCOOK: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: - -  than Mr. Hsiao was. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think, embedded in his 

question, is direct access to LFACs the only method. 

So, this may be an umbrella issue category that will 
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address a lot of issues. 

MR. STEESE: To Loop-6. 

MS. LISTON: To Loop-6. Loop-6, I will 

deal with it in two parts, just like the issues list 

has. Part A has to do with the conditioning for loops 

under 18,000 feet. The FCC, in the UNE remand, clearly 

stated that the ILEC has the right to recover 

conditioning charges and explicitly states in Paragraph 

193 that this applies to loops that are under 18,000 

feet. Qwest's position is that we have been granted 

this authority under the FCC UNE remand rules. And 

we'll - -  and has established the charges associated 

with unbundled loop under 18,000. 

We mentioned yesterday about a bulk 

deloading project that has minimized the number of 

loops that are 18,000 feet or less that are - -  that do 

have load on them. And so that it's kind of working 

our way through the process so that there are some bulk 

deloading that went into place. The bulk deloading 

project was done in all 14 states. And there were no 

charges to the CLEC associated with bulk deloading. 

This issue has been deferred to the cost docket in 

other states. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta for XO, 

Utah. And I think that the deferring it to individual 
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states seems appropriate. I know that that's the case 

in Utah. There was a - -  some prior cost docket 

proceedings that are now going to be renewed in the 

upcoming cost docket that deal with this issue 

squarely. There were a couple of issues that we had 

that are a little bit different than that. One of them 

is a wordsmithing issue, which is the last sentence of 

Section 9.2.2.3. And Qwest has revised that language, 

although I think that there's still a little bit of 

confusion in what is now the last sentence of 9.2 .2 .3 .  

It's actually on the top of Page A in Exhibit 3 .  

And I understand the concept that, as 

Qwest has set it up, the CLEC preapproves any 

conditioning charges that might apply as upfront, not 

knowing whether there's going to need to be 

conditioning or not, but can include that in the order 

so that it would help to streamline things. And I 

think that's what you are trying to capture here, 

although the way the language is written, it looks as 

though a CLEC only has to pay the conditioning charges 

that it preapproves, and I am sure that we're not going 

to preapprove any specific charges. So, I am - -  I 

might suggest you look - -  relook at that language and 

sort of tweak it a bit so it reflects what you are 

actually doing as opposed to giving us the opportunity 
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to decide what rates we want to pay. 
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MR. STEESE: What about this? If 

conditioning is required, then CLEC shall pay 

conditioning charges - -  charges if approved in advance. 

I mean the whole point is we're not going to condition 

this loop unless you let us know that you still want 

the loop. 

MR. KOPTA: That's appropriate. 

Something along the lines that you have just discussed, 

and perhaps to try and take this into the cost docket. 

There may be a reference to the conditioning charges 

listed in Exhibit A, so that is sort of going back to 

the discussion we had earlier. If there's zero, under 

a particular state rule, then there's zero, and we 

don't have to deal with the issue right here of whether 

or not conditioning charges are going to apply. 

M R .  STEESE: Can we just modify the 

sentence to read as this, then? Just put in the exact 

words, "If conditioning is required, then CLEC shall be 

charged for such conditioning if it authorizes Qwest to 

perform conditioning." Sounds redundant, but it's very 

clear. 

MR. KOPTA: I would just add, it should 

be - -  "shall charge to do such conditioning" - -  "shall 

be charged for such conditioning at the rates in 
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Exhibit A , "  or something like that. 
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MR. STEESE: Fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. There's a line about 

looking gift horses, and I guess I should be able to 

hear that an issue is being removed from our table. 

Nevertheless, tell me why the issue of whether there 

should be cost recovery as opposed to whether that cost 

recovery level is appropriate should not be addressed 

here. 

MR. KOPTA: I can give you sort of my 

understanding. Depending on the type of cost model 

that's used, or cost summation, it may be that there's 

an assumption of a certain level of conditioning that's 

already included in loop charges; and, so, therefore, 

it would be a double recovery type of issue. That's 

one way in which a state might decide that a specific 

and definite loop charge charged for conditioning might 

not be appropriate. 

MR. ANTONUK: I agree there. To me, 

that's still an issue - -  that doesn't get at the issue 

of whether there should be recovery for that cost 

somewhere. Is there also a disagreement about whether 

any cost recovery, whether it's double or not, should 

be permitted for conditioning loops of this length, or 

is it strictly an issue of how you determine those 
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costs and assuring they are not recovered more than 

once? 
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MR. HSIAO: Doug Hsiao with Rhythms. 

Rhythms' position is that these lines should not have 

had bridge taps or load coils on them in the first 

place, because it's not consistent with industry design 

standards of loops. That's why. 

MR. ANTONUK: Sorry. Go ahead. 

MR. HSIAO: That's why we have argued we 

should not be paying to remove bridge taps and load 

coils that should not have been there in the first 

place. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's not a cost docket 

issue. 

MR. STEESE: That, as I understood it, in 

every other state, that issue, in light of the UNE 

remand order, and in Colorado there's also a Colorado 

district court case where that argument is rejected. 

And as a result, this has always been deferred to the 

cost docket for what the appropriate rate shall be. 

And AT&T makes its argument that we think 

cost of conditioning is already subsumed in the cost of 

loop, and to charge again would be double recovery. We 

say we don't think that's the case. That's where we 

have ended it every time. And Mr. Hsiao has been 
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there, I believe, in Arizona, and I know in Colorado. 

So, I am wondering if, despite the fact that that was 
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your original thought, in light of the law, are you 

still arguing that? 

MR. HSIAO: To be honest, we have not 

filed that testimony here in the multi-state, or in any 

of our loop testimony, and the reason is because we 

thought we could raise these issues in a cost docket. 

And I am certainly not waiving it by saying that, you 

know, we're willing to not discuss it here, because I 

admit we don't have any testimony on that issue. But I 

was expressing what our position is. 

MR. ANTONUK: Is it more than - -  it 

sounds to me like there's, in fact, that it would take 

more to address this issue properly; is that correct? 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, I think, to weigh in 

on this, I think the reason why we have deferred our 

issues to the cost docket, because it's a 

double-recovery issue that's best reviewed in the 

context of a cost docket, because if, you know, if you 

are looking at what the loop is recovering, you should 

be looking at the costs associated with that loop. 

That may be different than what Mr. Hsiao was arguing. 

And I would say, in response to Mr. 

Steese, that, you know, the Colorado decision has no 
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precedential value for these states. And so the fact 

that AT&T and other parties may have done something in 

particular in response to that order in Colorado, 
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that's not relevant for here. But our issue definitely 

has been deferred to the cost docket. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah. I think it should 

be, because that's really an issue you can only solve 

when you look at what kind of costing evidence and 

analysis is being presented, but I think the issue of 

whether you should get recovery at all, because these 

don't represent inefficient methods, really, as much as 

the cost docket issue, that it doesn't depend upon the 

evidence presented about what costs are at all, to me. 

It depends very much on some of the same kind of 

evidence we've been talking about in a lot of other 

cases here. So, what are we going to do about it? Are 

we going to address it here, or do I have to tell the 

seven states that you inappropriately dumped an issue 

into their individual laps that could have been 

collectively addressed in - -  

MR. STEESE: If the issue is, is Qwest 

entitled to recover anything - -  the double-recovery 

issue, I agree with Ms. DeCook, belongs in the cost 

docket. We don't believe there's any double recovery. 

They think there is. That is where it belongs. To the 

1 2  1 

extent that Rhythms believes, as a matter of policy or 

law, we are not entitled so recover for conditioning 

loops less than 18,000 feet because the futuristic 
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perfect network wouldn't have any such loads there, 

then we think that should be addressed here, and we can 

immediately go to impasse on that. I don't think 

there's any factual development necessary. It's just a 

pure question of law on the difference between the 

forward-looking network and embedded network. 

might be right. I am not sure Mr. Hsiao is willing to 

put himself on quite so narrow a plank here before he 

begins this. 

That you 

MR. HSIAO: I was not arguing about the 

forward-looking network. I was saying that actual 

design standards which flow to Qwest, as the ILEC, are 

violated in some way by having load coils and bridge 

taps on that. And we would be happy to discuss that 

right now. If the argument is going to be Rhythms has 

waived that issue if we don't discuss it now, I do have 

a witness here who could speak to it. 

MR. ANTONUK: We have some more time. I 

think the issue, Mr. Hsiao, is what I would like you to 

try to do is address it in these workshops as much as 

you are comfortable that you can do, just to the issue. 

That's fine. If you need a day or so, that's fine. If 
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you still want to push it off to the cost docket maybe, 

I am not sure that's quite so fine. 

MS. BEWICK: Mr. Antonuk, this is Penny 

Bewick from New Edge. We take the same position as 



5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

Rhythms does on this particular issue. We don't take 

that position based on the forward-looking network at 

all. Well, we haven't put it in testimony either, you 

know, we look at this issue as based on the network 

that is in existence today, not what it should be. And 

this particular issue does, you know, put a lot of cost 

on our ability to provide services, and so forth. And 

as Mr. Hsiao has indicated, that the industry standards 

indicate that those particular loops shouldn't have 

bridge taps and load coils on them anyway. So, we do 

take the same position as Mr. Hsiao. 

MR. ANTONUK: Why don't we defer this 

once-deferred-already issue to after lunch. Maybe 

those folks who want to raise it maybe can report after 

lunch on what you think is appropriate in terms of 

providing for the record a fairly complete, coherent 

evidentiary record on the issue. 

MR. HSIAO: I would be happy to do that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta for XO, 

again. We had one other issue that isn't really set 
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out here, but it is in Section 9.2 .2 .4 ,  which is one of 

the SGAT sections that's referenced with respect to 

Loop-6. And Qwest has revised the language parallel 

substantially, which I think helps. But the question 
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that I have is, would Qwest condition a loop that's 

currently being used to serve a customer if there were 

no other facilities available? And I am thinking in 

terms of if a particular customer has two lines that go 

into their house, let's say a residential customer, and 

their teenage daughter has grown up and left the house, 

they just have two voice lines they want to now have. 

MS. LISTON: DSL? 

MR. ANTONUK: DS1 lines for Internet 

access. There are load coils on both lines. Would 

Qwest condition one of those lines to provide a data 

service if it's already in-service? 

MS. LISTON: Just to make sure that I 

understand the question. What we're looking at is 

we're in a situation where we're trying to look at 

putting in place a loop that would provision a 

d i m t y p e  of service, so to speak. 

MR. KOPTA: Yes. 

MS. LISTON: In that scenario, Qwest 

would be looking for facilities that work, and to the 

extent that, you know, that was the only loop that was 

124  

there, and we said, well, it needs to be conditioned, 

then, yes, we would go ahead and condition that loop. 

MR. KOPTA: Can we put something to that 

effect in the language here? I mean, if that is 

something that Qwest would do. The concern, again, is 
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obviously we have got a facilities issue, and we're 

trying to minimize the impact of any lack of 

facilities, and we want to make sure that we can use 

existing facilities to the extent possible. And, 

again, this might be the takeback issue that you have 

already have in terms of whether a loop can be reused. 

And perhaps this just expands it a little bit by 

saying, you know, it can be reused for this same 

service, or another service, under certain 

circumstances, or something along those lines. Is that 

something that Qwest would be willing to take a look 

at? 

MR. STEESE: Let me make sure I 

understand. Gregg Kopta is served by two lines, first 

line voice, second line voice. He wants to transition 

Line No. 2 from a voice line to a DSL line. And 

instead of using Qwest as your carrier, you are going 

to use XO. That's the question. 

MR. KOPTA: That's the question. 

MR. STEESE: Will we condition that loop? 

12 5 

MR. KOPTA: Right. 

MR. STEESE: The answer is clearly "yes." 

so - -  

MR. KOPTA: That's why I say, if you can 

sort of incorporate that concept into the language that 
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you are already looking at in terms of being able to 

reuse existing facilities, then I think that would be 

helpful. We talked about this in an earlier issue, if 

you remember. 

MR. STEESE: I understand. We'll bring 

that back too. 

MR. KOPTA: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. AN'TONUK: 6B. 

MS. LISTON: 6B is an issue that AT&T 

raised regarding Qwest's providing refunds in a 

scenario as AT&T purchasing an unbundled loop that 

needs to be conditioned, but then their customer leaves 

AT&T. They have asked Qwest then to refund their 

conditioning charges. The issue was discussed at great 

length in Colorado. AT&T had put proposed language on 

the table at that time that talked about the refund 

process being both Qwest paying it and also the CLECs 

also paying the refund process. Looking at the handout 

that went out yesterday, I noticed AT&T's language has 

changed and put the full burden on Qwest now to do the 

126 

refund process. 

Qwest still feels it's inappropriate to 

do a refund process in that scenario. It's a one-time 

nonrecurring charge that was - -  that occurred because 

of a request that AT&T placed. AT&T asked Qwest to 

condition a loop. Qwest performed work to do it. 
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Nonrecurring charges simply are that itls the recovered 

cost of a one-time activity. And we had a great deal 

of discussion in the Colorado workshop around this, in 

terms of when any provider of service that has made a 

substantial financial investment in a customer has 

concerns about losing the customer, and we tend to go 

towards some liability contracts or terms and 

conditions associated with delay of service, and there 

was quite a bit of discussion around that in Colorado. 

And I think there were several parties that agreed that 

that better suits the needs of a concern if you think 

you are going to lose a customer and you made a 

substantial investment. Qwest has those kinds of 

liability clauses in many services. I know AT&T has 

those, as do many of the providers that, you know, put 

a clause in the contract that says, if I make this 

conversion, and I come to you, I am guaranteeing that I 

am going to stay for X-amount of time. And we feel 

that if AT&T has that concern they should be looking at 

12 7 

a liability clause with their own customer rather than 

looking at Qwest to refund a nonrecurring charge. 

MR. STEESE: For a clarification, 

Mr. Antonuk, we're talking about TLA here, whether it 

be CLECsI TLA or Qwest's. 

MR. WILSON: I think the difference in 
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this nonrecurring charge, and others in the SGAT, is 

that with this charge, effectively the CLECs are 

providing Qwest with the money to improve Qwest's own 

network. So, in a sense, we're creating an asset in 

this newly conditioned loop. And if the customer 

immediately goes back to Qwest, then we have paid Qwest 

to upgrade the network f o r  its own customers. And we 

think that, in all fairness, Qwest should refund the 

charge that we have paid them to upgrade their own 

network to us, if they take the customer back within a 

short period of time. 

MR. ANTONUK: What if another CLEC takes 

the customer? 

MR. WILSON: Because of other issues that 

CLECs raised, we took that out of this provision, so if 

the customer goes to another CLEC, there would be no 

refund. 

MR. ANTONUK: So, the first CLEC would 

still take the whole - -  

12 8 

1 MR. WILSON: The first CLEC would still 

2 pay for it. We think that the win-back problem is 

3 primarily a problem with Qwest. The win-back can 

4 happen because of the difficulties in the transition. 

5 If the order goes held, because of IDLC, our records 

6 are showing that upwards of 40 percent of the customers 

7 immediately go back to Qwest, because they don't want 
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to wait, and they blame the CLEC for the order going 

held. And we don't think that having paid for the 

conditioning, and then the customer immediately going 

back to Qwest, it's fair for  us to have paid Qwest to 

upgrade its own network. 

MR. ANTONUK: I haven't read your 

language yet. What if the customer just drops the 

service altogether? 

MR. WILSON: And goes nowhere? 

MR. ANTONUK: Goes nowhere. 

MR. WILSON: Its still Qwest's loop. 

It's still Qwest's network that has now been 

conditioned. I mean, they own the asset that's been 

approved. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, so what's your 

language provide then? That Qwest would still give the 

refund? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. Yes. 

12  9 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Mr. Hsiao. 

MR. HSIAO: I will say, honestly, that we 

couldn't openly support AT&T's proposal in Colorado, 

but I think, with the change that AT&T has made here, I 

think this is a good compromise. I mean, the one 

concern we really have is - -  

MR. ANTONUK: You mean because it's off 
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your back? 

MR. HSIAO: No, no. The real issue for 

us was the one year. I think the one-year issue 

addresses - -  is more addressing the win-back of the 

customers. Our concern on the refund of conditioning 

charges is when we have trouble provisioning because of 

Qwest-caused problems, and that happens a lot where we 

lose a customer, we pay for the conditioning, we never 

get the service up and going because of problems on the 

Qwest side. The customer drops service and we have 

paid for conditioning. We think, in those instances, 

there has to be some mechanism for CLECs to recover the 

costs of conditioning. And I don't necessarily support 

having a refund based on win-backs, but I think 

something to address refunds when there are problems in 

the provisioning of the loop with Qwest which causes us 

to lose our customer. 

MR. ANTONUK: We have got quite a bastard 

13 0 

child here to deal with. Ms. Baker. 

MS. BAKER: I was glad to hear what your 

position on this was, but I would be interested to hear 

what other CLECs' position is on recovery of 

conditioning costs, like, for example, New Edge and 

WorldCom. Do they follow the same - -  I mean, are they 

in agreement with AT&T as to a year, and whether or not 

they believe that those refunds are appropriate in the 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

first place? 

MS. KILGORE: This is Penny Bewick from 

New Edge, because I am the one who had the heart attack 

in Colorado, and I will have to say, unfortunately, 

Chuck, AT&T did address part of my issue, which was to 

take the other CLECs out of it. I would agree with 

Rhythms to the extent that if - -  I don't necessarily 

concur with AT&T's total presentation on this, but 

because I also am a firm believer that, at least at New 

Edge, our contracts have term liability language in 

them that address this issue. 

However, I will say that we have a 

difficult time with that issue if, in fact, it's a 

situation where we have had significant provisioning 

issues to get a customer, in sort of the same line that 

Doug was going down, on Rhythms' behalf, that if we 

have had a lot of problems getting the customer in, and 
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so forth, and we lost the customer. Based on that we 

have already got the loop conditioning done, we have 

lost the customer. There is some, you know, there's 

that liability to our company, and we do have a 

difficult time, in a goodwill situation, of telling it 

to the customer, that they owe us, from the term 

liability language in the contract. 

So, from the perspective of, if there's 
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been issues and problems getting the customer 

provisioned, I can see a concept of a refund. I am not 

certain, and I would really have to start - -  I really 

have to think this through. I am not certain, just as 

a concept for the industry's sake, whether - -  the DSL's 

industry sake, whether or not just a blanket refund is 

a good idea without having some of the issues that 

Mr. Hsiao brought up. So that's kind of where I come 

down on it. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't think the language 

makes the refund issue at all dependent on whose fault 

it is that the customer's lost. 

MS. BEWICK: No, it doesn't. That's why 

1 am - -  I don't necessarily agree with AT&T's 

representation on it. If we're going to have a general 

discussion about whether or not there should be a 

refund, and under what kinds of conditions, that's 
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where I would fall down on it, as far as just a 

blanket - -  based on win-back, or based on something 

else. 

Because my other concern is, from a 

perspective of what I have seen happen, is there have 

been some commissions in the other states that aren't 

represented here that do have a tendency to take 

language like this and then expand it beyond Qwest's 

obligation to all CLECs' obligation. And, there again, 
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you know, you do have a lot of churn in this particular 

industry. So, that's problematic. 

MR. STEESE: Explain that. Mr. Wilson 

says that the churn comes back to Qwest as a general 

rule. Is that your experience? 

MS. BEWICK: It's the - -  again, I can't 

just say specifically to Qwest. It's becoming more 

prevalent that that is happening in the industry today, 

because of the fact that the DLEC graveyard is getting 

so large, as more and more DSL providers are biting the 

dust . 

We have had, you know, quite honestly, we 

have had questions from Internet service providers that 

we provide service to that say why should we go to you 

when we don't know how stable you're going to be. 

There's been, you know, news coverage about Covad, news 
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coverage about Rhythms. We manage to stay under the 

radar screen. We're not a publicly traded company yet. 

Why shouldn't we go to Qwest or to BellSouth, whoever 

it happens to be, because we know they are going to be 

there. We have had some of that. That is becoming a 

more prevalent theme than it had been in the past. In 

the past, it used to be more people were very anxious 

to go to a competitor as opposed to the RBOC, but 

that's beginning to level out in the experience that 



10 

11 

1 2  

1 3  

14 

1 5  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

has been fed to me through my sales folks, if that 

answers your question. 

MS. DeCOOK: Just to be clear on AT&T's 

presentation, we have shortened the time frame from one 

year to four months. And we shortened it in order to 

address the issue that - -  and we have, frankly, we 

didn't know how to craft the language. But what we're 

most concerned about is what Mr. Hsiao articulated he 

was most concerned about. And that is problems in the 

conversion process. And, in that case, that is not the 

normal churn. In most - -  in our experience, at least, 

because Qwest was the underlying provider initially, 

customers tend to go right back to Qwest if there's a 

problem in the conversion process. 

So, we are not seeking an overall refund, 

and we are not seeking a year-long period. What we 
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were trying to accomplish was to address the particular 

issue when the conversions occur, because of conversion 

problems that are Qwest's fault, and that we have paid 

the conditioning charge. 

One other comment. That is that - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Before we go onto another 

issue, but the fault - -  I asked someone else what your 

language meant. Let me ask you whether your language 

meant fault is irrelevant to whether or not a refund is 

due or not. 
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MS. DeCOOK: That was the problem that we 

had when we crafted the language. That's why we 

shortened the time frame. We are happy with the 

language revision that addresses the fault issue. 

That's presumably what we were attempting to address, 

perhaps inartfully. 

MS. KLLGORE: One of the reasons we 

didn't get into a specific description of fault, except 

that last part where we j u s t  talk about unreasonable 

delay, is because - -  one of the reasons we constructed 

the language, we don't want to end up in six to nine 

months of the dispute resolution process for a customer 

regarding whether their migration back to Qwest was 

Qwestls fault or our fault. 

MR. ANTONUK: You do want to establish an 

1 3  5 

underlying assumption that if you lose customers, it is 

more likely Qwest's fault than yours. 

MS. KILGORE: That was the presumption. 

MR. ANTONUK: I would like to hear some 

foundation for that assumption, because that's 

certainly a fact I have no basis for assuming to be 

true, at present. 

MR. WILSON: I guess, to me, that would 

be a bigger issue if this was a nonrecurring cost for 

just work done that didn't improve anyone's network. 
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But this work actually improves Qwest's network. They 

have assets that they are holding in an improved 

network, whether or not - -  no matter whose fault it is. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, let me ask you this: 

Why is it that you would set up a situation where if a 

CLEC - -  another CLEC actually makes use of that asset 

to produce revenue, that doesn't entitle anyone to 

compensation, but if Qwest has the asset, even if it 

doesn't use it to produce revenue, they should pay you 

money back. That's not hanging together very well 

either, that part of your proposal. In fact, I have a 

major problem with that. 

MS. KILGORE: Actually, I would like to 

clear that up. You asked whether our language - -  if 

the customer just dropped and they did go to any other 
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carrier, whether Qwest or another CLEC, would we still 

get a refund. And, actually, the language does not 

provide for that. It's only if the customer never gets 

service from us, and they do end up going back to 

Qwest, then we shouldn't pay the conditioning charges 

at all. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. DeCOOK: One other thing I wanted to 

say, is that termination liability provisions, which 

have been discussed as an alternative mechanism, may 

work when your customer - -  your DSL customer is an ISP. 
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If your DSL customer is a residential customer, that 

makes entering into termination liability with every 

single residential customer much more difficult. And 

AT&T has bought some assets from Northpoint, and 

intends to enter the DSL market, and itls my 

understanding that we may pursue a residential DSL 

play, and certainly termination liability arrangements 

under that scenario is not optimal. 

MR. ANTONUK: Ms. Baker. 

MS. BAKER: I just want a clarification, 

because I have heard several different statements from 

AT&T, and I am having trouble understanding what their 

position actually is. I understand that, Rhythms, your 

concern is if they never get 

because of delays or because 

service from you, then - -  

13 7 

of problems with 

conditioning, I think, that that's when you think it 

would be appropriate for refunding; is that correct? 

MR. HSIAO: I think that's correct, 

generally right, yes. 

MS. BAKER: AT&T, by putting in there the 

four-months provision, it is possible that they would 

have service and then go back to Qwest or to someone 

else; is that correct? 

MS. KILGORE: Yes. 

MS. BAKER: You just said a minute ago in 
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a situation where they never get service from us. So 

is that your position, or is it where sometime during 

the four-month period they go back to someone else? 

MS. KILGORE: Our language would address 

both situations. 

MS. LEHR: Okay. So, it isn't just 

limited to the situation where you never provided 

service to the customer. 

MS. KILGORE: NO. 

MS. BAKER: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: So, to clarify my answer to 

Ms. Baker earlier, I can foresee there would be some 

situations, for example, where you have a customer who 

technically was installed, but where they just 
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constantly have trouble on that line, where they are 

just - -  the service is not up to the speed that they 

had paid for, or something like that. I think there 

are situations where I think refunds of the 

conditioning charges should be appropriate, but the 

customer still was serviced. 

MS. BEWICK: I would agree with Doug. I 

want to make it clear, based on your line of questions, 

Mr. Antonuk, to AT&T, basically what my position would 

be is that the only time that I could - -  I don't think 

AT&T's language necessarily is specific to this, but 

the only time I could really go down this path would be 
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in the situations that Rhythms was addressing, that I 

addressed earlier, which would be, you know, several 

provisioning problems, that the customer dropped us 

before they ever got connected. Or what will happen 

occasionally, and actually quite often, you know, 

throughout our network, is that a customer, we finally 

get them up, they have such intermittent trouble, they 

are up and down and up and down and up and down. 

Finally they say, to heck with it. They just drop us 

all together. Those could be some instances where I 

could see some kind of refund. I don't know if it's 

100 percent or whatever it is. I can see some kind of 

refund happening, but simply because - -  and I will go 

\ 
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out on a limb here - -  simply because New Edge was going 

out, and we screwed up, and we provided crummy service, 

or we didn't do what we were supposed to do, then I 

don't see an obligation on the other side at all. I am 

talking specifically from when we have provisioning 

issues or maintenance and repair type of issues that 

can be directed towards Qwest. That's how I would 

narrow it. 

MS. LISTON: Penny, I was going to ask 

one question on that, with the intermittent service 

problem. And I know that, on certain kinds of DSL 

services, that they are more sensitive to different 
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kind of - -  to different kinds of issues. And to a 

large extent, the DSL service is not controlled but is 

influenced by the equipment that the CLEC put on their 

end of the loop. How would we get to the point of then 

saying, you know, is it the loop that's bad or is it 

associated with how the loop was being used in the 

CLECs' equipment? 

I guess that's one of the areas of 

concern that I have is that, you know, to the extent 

that there is equipment on this CLEC's end, and maybe 

the facility that they bought may or may not be 

compatible, we may also have some intermittent 

problems. So I guess I am just - -  I didn't know if you 
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had any thoughts along that line. 

MS. BEWICK: The kind of issues that come 

to my mind - -  I haven't really gone down that path, to 

be honest with you, Jean. The kind of issues that come 

to mind are things, because we'll get some indications 

from the Qwest database - -  Qwest may also get the same 

indications - -  that the particular loop doesn't have 

bridge taps or load coils on it. It gets turned up and 

they get to testing. They can't get it tested so we 

missed the due date. Then, you know, it gets up but it 

goes back down. The db loss is too high. They do some 

more testing. They find out, oh, yeah, there's a 

bridge tap on it, or there's something. Those are the 
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kind of issues that I am talking about that we do have 

happen, not infrequently, that cause a great deal of 

frustration and anger on behalf of our customers. So, 

it's that kind of thing I was thinking of that I would 

have to give more - -  not to the other aspect of what 

you were describing. 

MS. LISTON: Thanks. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I came originally 

from the electric industry. Maybe that still colors 

too much of what I have said. I am familiar with the 

sort of line extension where the first person on the 

block pays the line extension charge, then the utility 
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basically holds the pot there and divides it as more 

come on. I think I can see some merit to the 

conceptual level in saying that if a CLEC paid to 

create an asset, then whoever comes along and uses that 

asset after - -  within some reasonable amortization 

period, they ought to pick up a share of that. I've 

got to tell you, from - -  in terms of trying to promote 

a competitive marketplace, it makes absolutely no sense 

to me to say that whoever that CLEC is who takes that 

customer, whether it's Qwest or whether it's Penny, or 

whether it's Gregg, makes one damn bit of difference. 

I don't understand it. I don't understand it frankly. 

I am sitting here thinking, I believe that was the 
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original concept you started out with, and to make this 

thing acceptable to the CLEC community is, as a whole, 

this is a compromise you made. And the compromise, I 

just don't think is consistent with looking at what the 

needs of the competitive marketplace are. So tell me 

where I am wrong. 

MS. CLAUSON: I am going back a little 

bit. I am not telling you where you are wrong. 1 am 

actually suggesting an alternative. This is Karen 

Clauson from Echelon. And, you know, if you listen to 

the comments people have been making, some of them go 

to the asset, and what's being used here last, but the 
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majority of these comments I have been listening to 

really go to the fact that they didn't get what they 

paid for. And, I mean, they paid for something. The 

quality wasn't there. They didn't get there. I mean, 

the current interconnection agreement in Utah, the AT&T 

agreement in many states that many people have opted 

into has a provision in the billing section which could 

be either discussed here, in general terms and 

conditions, or in the cost docket, that basically says 

if Qwest delivers poor quality, that Qwest will refund 

the CLECs through a billing adjustment. So, you seek 

your billing adjustment. There's a process in place. 

And if they disagree it goes through into the billing 

dispute process. That's all laid out there, that 
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approach, like it's done in general terms and 

conditions, would get to this issue. 

And, again, I say it could either be 

dealt with in the terms and conditions or in a cost 

docket, because, really, rates are set based on the 

assumption that you are going to get what you paid for. 

If you don't, then you paid too much. And that, I 

mean, I would be happy to - -  everybody got that 

contract. I would be happy to circulate the language 

to the superlist. Maybe that's a way to get to the 

issue that most people seemed to be concerned about 
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without getting into this whole analysis, because then 

there's another mechanism in place for how you resolve 

the billing dispute that gets to the issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think, to flesh out all 

of my thinking on this issue, I agree with you. I 

think there's also some merit in saying, if you don't 

get what you pay for, what you should be entitled to 

get back is not necessarily limited to recurring 

charges. But then I take the next step and say that 

the problem I have with this language, it makes a 

perfect equation between the loss of a customer and 

Qwest's fault. And that is one huge leap of faith, 

which is not yet supported by one shred of evidence on 

this record. Nobody has evidence to support the 
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premise that if you lose a customer, it's necessarily 

Qwest's fault. 

MS. CLAUSON: The alternative approach, 

you wouldn't have to establish that here and make an 

assumption. You would just go with the language, and 

if the CLEC believes poor quality of service is 

delivered, they seek the refund, just like you do under 

the current contract. And if they disagree, and they 

think they didn't deliver the poor quality, it goes to 

the billing dispute process. 

MS. BEWICK: Mr. Antonuk, one thought 
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here. First of all, I am also going to go out on a 

limb here and say I don't disagree with you. I think I 

am not, with all due respect to the entire 

conversation, you know, New Edge went into this 

business knowing there was some competitive issues out 

there, and there are certain things that are the cost 

of doing business, and if Rhythms gets one of our 

customers, if Qwest gets one of our customers, so be 

it. You know, a lot of what I was talking about was 

directed to more of a performance issue on both the 

behalf of Qwest - -  and Penny Baker brought up a good 

issue, good point to me. And perhaps the forum for 

this type of a conversation would also be in the Qwest 

performance assurance plan issue, because it goes to 

some of the PIDs that are already out there. 
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A s  far as repeat trouble, provisioning 

intervals and so forth - -  and I haven't really looked 

at all of the PIDs to see where that would fall into 

place. But, you know, I am just wondering if that's 

kind of what, as I am thinking about it, I am not 

trying to diminish what AT&T wants to do for their own 

behalf. I am just wondering if - -  I just thought I 

would throw that out to make it even mushier than it is 

right now, as a point where some of this may be 

discussed, because, like I said, my issues from New 
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Edge's perspective, and New Edge's only, would flow 

into this from the perspective of provisioning problems 

and constant repair problems, in the early on, of a 

customer, that would cause us to lose them. A s  far as 

losing them, because I have screwed up, like I said 

before, is just the state of competition. That's how 

you spell competition. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I am going to make a 

brief comment, then I am going to go to Ms. DeCook, 

then Ms. Clauson. I think both the issues, asset issue 

and performance issue, conceptually, have a lot of 

merit. Where I am really struggling now is in 

connecting the concepts to what you have put together 

to address them. And, you know, I mean sometimes that 

you can sort of say, well, that's probably a drafting 
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issue. Maybe it is here. Maybe it's not. But I think 

the defects in what you have created are, in my mind, 

so substantial that I am having a problem keeping the 

drafting issue separate from the conceptual issue. I 

am not at all unsympathetic to the assets issue and 

performance issue. It's a matter of getting it right, 

I think, Ms. DeCook. 

MS. DeCOOK: I have to say that we've 

been all over the map on this one, because this is an 

assets that ultimately belongs to Qwest, that they have 
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the ability to lease over and over again. And they get 

the benefit of the price of selling that asset. And so 

that's been factoring into our consideration. 

MR. ANTONUK: Right. 

MS. DeCOOK: There is also the 

performance aspect, which we have talked about. And 

the difficulty with that is the endless debate that 

will be generated in trying to ascertain fault, and how 

do you resolve that issue. You could see we have 

struggled with both parts of that in trying to devise 

language. We're not certainly wedded to our language, 

but I think the concepts that we're trying to address, 

as you say, are troubling to AT&T. Sounds like some of 

them are troubling to other providers as well. And 

just keeping in mind what we are trying to accomplish, 

setting aside, necessarily, the drafting that we did, 
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that's what we want to focus on, because we are willing 

to work with new language to address the concepts. 

MS. CLAUSON: I was going to go back do 

Penny's comments about the PIDs. And I think, to some 

extent, they address some of this, but, again, a lot of 

those, if you look at the benchmark, is parity. And 

that is a standard for 271 purposes. But for cost it's 

whether the rate is cost-based. And that goes back to 

the issue of, if you were delivered poor service 
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quality and the rate assumed the thing would work, you 

have paid too much. So that's a cost issue that 

wouldn't necessarily be addressed by the P I D s ,  which 

would go to whether you got the same thing - -  I mean, 

maybe the Qwest customer paid too much too. They 

should get a refund, and maybe in some of these 

situations, they do credit their retail customers if 

service goes bad. 

So, I think the difference - -  I think 

between what's happening with the PIDs is that maybe 

everybody paid too much. It doesn't address the cost 

issue, if the rate is supposed to be cost-based, and 

you didn't get what you paid for. That goes more to 

the cost issue, I think. 

MR. STEESE: The problem we have with 

AT&T's proposal is it's self-executing, and it presumes 
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fault. Like you said, I mean, when you talk about the 

self-executing penalty, we do have, actually, workshops 

under way, the performance assurance plan workshops 

wherein self-executing penalties will occur. And in 

terms of that we think that is the right forum to deal 

with that when you are looking at substandard 

performance in certain ways. That is the right place. 

Let me get to one other issue here. 

Ms. Clauson and several other people have said, what if 
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the service doesn't work the way we think it should, 

and the presumption is, therefore, it is our fault. 

And when you look at DSL, DSL, in many instances, is, 

by definition, sensitive to all kinds of loop 

characteristics. And it is not a uncommon occurrence 

for CLECs to push the envelope because they want to 

extend their market. And it has absolutely nothing to 

do with the loop. It has everything to do with the 

fact that they are trying to extend the market and see 

how far they can play the game. And that's fair, but 

it shouldn't be fair for us to reap the costs of that. 

If you are looking at this, just a 

hypothetical, you are looking at DSL service that 

traditionally is at a 1000 feet. They go, you know, 

let me see if I can take it to 16,000. And we 

condition the loop, and they try and put it over that 

loop, and it doesn't work. Should we pay the cost? 



18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

The presumption of this language is yes. We should pay 

for conditioning, because they are trying to see how 

far they can get. And the latter is perfectly 

acceptable. It should just not be - -  the cost should 

not be borne by us in terms of this also is creating an 

asset for us. I would like Ms. Liston to address that 

particular issue. 

MS. LISTON: The concern that I have with 
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just the blanket statement that if we condition the 

loop, that it's generally an asset, we have improved 

the network I don't believe is necessarily true. The 

fact that there was load or bridge tap had something to 

do with the overall network and the way it was built. 

In many cases, if you look at the loop, it could be 

that it's in place for multiple use. I mean the 

facilities were there for multiple use. If we have to 

go out further to provide a voice-grade service, we may 

have to put that load back on again in order to reach a 

customer that's a different customer than the CLEC is 

trying to provide the DSL service for. 

So, the removal of loads doesn't 

necessarily always translate into an asset, because 

there may be a situation that if that sale doesn't go 

through for the DSL, and then we go back in, somebody 

else asks for a different service, we go and provision 
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a voice-grade service, it's further out, we have to use 

that same facility to get to them, we're going to have 

to put load back on again. We're not going to be able 

to recover the cost from anybody for putting the load 

back on. 

I just have trouble with saying, on a 

blanket case that it's an asset in a situation where 

you have migration from one DLEC to another DLEC, or 
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that's the only situation, from one DLEC to another 

DLEC, on the unbundled loop basis, yes, that will apply 

that we would be able to use that loop. 

If we were in a situation with Qwest - -  

and I know this has come up - -  wouldn't Qwest MegaBit 

benefit by it? Qwest MegaBit is provisioned over the 

existing voice-grade service. If we have unbundled the 

loop and conditioned it already and the Qwest customer 

is currently in-service with a voice grade service, 

when our retail customer - -  our retail. service 

representatives look to provision MegaBit, they are 

going to go into a tool that the existing customer line 

will show a load, probably, because it was there for 

the voice service, and we won't be able to sell the 

MegaBit. We do not condition for our voice-grade 

customers. We do not, as a matter of fact, do 

line-and-station transfer for our existing MegaBit 

customers. The situation where you do one-for-one 
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correlation, saying it goes from one DLEC for an 

unbundled loop to another DLEC for unbundled loop, it's 

not necessarily always an asset when we remove load. 

MS. YOUNG: Jean, I did understand you to 

say - -  Barb Young with Sprint. I did understand you to 

say, in that scenario, specifically, that a CLEC then 

actually could pay for conditioning at another time. 
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So that let me make that clear. If a CLEC requests DSL 

loop, for whatever reason that didn't happen, Qwest 

takes that loop back, puts load coils back on it 

because they are going to provision voice, then you 

have CLEC No. 2 come through and want to do a DSL 

again, would they then pick up yet another conditioning 

charge? 

MS. LISTON: No, because they are not - -  

then that loop would be in-service already for 

voice-grade service, so it would have already been 

assigned someplace else. So the scenario would have 

been, you know, the extreme situation where, for some 

reason, then we get another service for voice grade, 

and it winds up selecting that same service because 

it's that same loop, but it's going pzzzzzz - -  way out. 

We have to bolster the signal, we have to condition it, 

then that would be in place for another customer. 

MR. WILSON: I think Ms. Liston's 
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statements kind of fly in the face of the bulk 

deloading project. I think Qwest is creating assets by 

doing that. And I think the majority of the problems 

that we're addressing on conditioning are where 

conditioning has been inappropriately placed on loops 

that didn't really need it in the first place. And I 

think we'll have that discussion after lunch, as to 
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whether it's appropriate to recover charges for those. 

So we can kind of hold that. But, I would disagree 

with Ms. Liston's comments, except in a very small 

percentage of cases where CLEC may be trying to reach 

further than Qwest, but in the majority of cases, Qwest 

will be able to offer MegaBit on the loop that the CLEC 

paid for conditioning. That's the issue. 

MS. LISTON: But the issue, Ken, is on, 

for Qwest services, the way that the Qwest retail 

process works is it is dependent upon an existing 

voice-grade service in place. So, the way the process 

works today, on Qwest's MegaBit, is, I am a Qwest 

customer on my local service. I would go to the sales 

team, ask for MegaBit service. They would access my 

existing voice line to determine whether or not it was 

capable of handling MegaBit. It will not look for 

alternative loops. It will not look for some other 

alternative facilities. If my existing telephone line 

can support MegaBit, then I will make the sale to 
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MegaBit. If my existing telephone line does not 

support MegaBit, then it will not - -  then we cannot 

make the sale. 

MR. WILSON: So you are not going to 

charge us conditioning for line-sharing or loops that 

are line-shared? 
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MS. LISTON: You are going into another 

subject on line-sharing, but I will answer the 

question, anyway. On the line-sharing situation, if we 

have to condition the loop for you, yes, there will be 

a charge, because we condition for you. We are not 

conditioning for MegaBit. We do not do any 

conditioning for MegaBit. 

MR. WILSON: Your hypothetical ignored 

the fact that a lot of conditioning is for 

line-sharing, and that you can, in fact, then 

immediately turn around and offer MegaBit on it. 

That's all I was saying. 

MS. KILGORE: What you are saying is that 

a loop which would have been conditioned for 

line-sharing, it wasn't - -  for some reason, the 

customer was unhappy, ended up going back to Qwest and 

requesting MegaBit, they would get the benefit of the 

conditioning that would have been done on that loop for 

line-sharing by the other CLEC. 
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MR. WILSON: Absolutely. I mean, a lot 

of loops we're talking about would have Qwest voice on 

them, and they would be used by the CLEC in 

line-sharing for DSL. And if it's not - -  if itts a new 

loop that we're using for DSL, Qwest could provide 

voice and DSL over it once it's been conditioned. 

154 

MR. STEESE: Ken, do you know whether the 

CLEC community and Qwest make the same assumption with 

respect to the loops they are willing to try and 

provide service over? 

MR. WILSON: It's very close. I am 

saying that the vast majority of them will be the same. 

MR. STEESE: And when you say "vast 

majority, what do you mean? 

MR. WILSON: I mean 95 percent would all 

be at the same distance. So it would be a MegaBit 

capable as well as whatever service DSL that the CLECs 

want to provide. 

MR. STEESE: What do you base that 

comment on? Have you actually looked at the 

assumptions that the CLECs make versus Qwest to see how 

similar they actually are? 

MR. WILSON: We have been talking about 

them in these workshops in emerging services for 

months. 

MR. STEESE: So the assumption Qwest 



2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

20 

makes for the provision of MegaBit service, you are 

aware of those? 

MR. WILSON: They have been related in 

the emerging service workshops, yes. There's a few - -  

there may be a few thousand feet difference. We don't 
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know if Qwest will change the assumption on MegaBit 

tomorrow, either. So, they can - -  they have complete 

control over those. I don't think you can represent 

that there's a huge difference. It's not a huge 

difference. 

MR. STEESE: I don't think you can 

represent that there's a vast majority either. I mean, 

I take issue with your generalizations repeatedly 

through the workshops where you make assumptions that 

just aren't based on fact, and they are based on guess. 

And in this particular circumstance, I don't see any 

basis for your comments. 

MR. WILSON: Well, would you like to do 

discovery requests and we can compare it exactly? 

Would that be appropriate? 

MR. STEESE: I mean, that is exactly the 

kind of thing you should have done before you made the 

statement. You should have Looked to see instead of 

saying, in a vast majority of circumstances, Qwest is 

going to benefit too, when you have no idea whether 



21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

that's true or not. 

MR. WILSON: I have a lot of ideas, 

Chuck. I know - -  I have looked at average loop lengths 

in Qwest's network for years. I have been in countless 

workshops in emerging services, and Qwest has made 
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representations about MegaBit. The CLECs have made 

representations about their service. I mean, you are 

talking about maybe the difference between 15 kilofeet 

and 16 or 17 kilofeet. Not a lot of loops fall in that 

category. So, yes, I am basing what I am saying on a 

lot of knowledge that I bring to this. 

MR. STEESE: So, it's your testimony here 

today that Qwest makes an assumption about whether it 

can provide DSL service based on length of loop? 

MR. WILSON: That's a major 

consideration, yes. 

M R .  STEESE: Is that the one they focus 

in on? 

MR. WILSON: How long do you want this 

conversation to be? Do you want to - -  

MR. STEESE: I just think you are making 

statements that are not based on fact and they are 

based on guess. 

MR. WILSON: No, they are not. I have 

been in workshops for a month on these topics. 

MR. ANTONUK: Now, guys, you are even. 



22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

You each had the same number of - -  I am going to answer 

your question. I don't want it to go on a lot longer 

in this vein, because I think we tapped out the useful 

exchange of knowledge. I don't know that we're done 
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with this issue. Let's sort of make sure we have got 

everything out on the record we need to address the 

issue, and I don't think we're going to solve it. 

I guess I am troubled by the fact that we 

have - -  I don't think anyone is sort of on a more than 

lukewarm basis supporting the particular words and 

particular language here. That is troubling me some. 

I sort of hate to see a couple of issues that probably 

have some merit kind of get lost in the inability to 

get the words structured better. I don't quite know 

what to do about that. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, let's assume 

that in a particular situation - -  I think 

Ms. Clauson - -  I don't know how to pronounce her last 

name. I am sorry. 

MS. CLAUSON: Clauson. 

MR. STEESE: - -  Clauson commented on we 

have a billing dispute mechanism already in place. And 

there's due process around it, and on top of that, 

there's also the ability to deal with issues in, you 

know, some type of dispute. 
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And the question that - -  the issue here 

for us is that there's a presumption flowing our way 

that we think is inappropriate. And, I mean, if these 

issues come up and there's a pattern of problems, or 
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even a onesy-twosy issue, they can take that issue up 

in the normal course with the normal procedure and 

protocol. We don't think there's any need for any 

words. And where we really do screw up and don't ever 

give them a loop at all, that already has a process in 

place for that. And we don't need language that says 

it's always us. 

And so, for me, the legitimate issue that 

I think I hear you talking about I don't think needs to 

be addressed again. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, that language may 

exist. I mean, I don't know where it is or what it 

says. If we're going to come to it at some point, and 

everybody agrees that that's an appropriate forum for 

resolving the performance aspect of this issue, fine. 

MS. DeCOOK: There's no SGAT language 

that addresses this issue. And to the extent that 

there is language out there on a billing concept, 

that's in AT&T's contract. So at this point, there's 

no language that Qwest can point to that addresses this 

issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: That would say that if they 
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fail to perform to some level - -  let's not define what 

it is - -  that CLEC has an entitlement to a refund of 

recurring and nonrecurring charges for loop unloading. 
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MS. DeCOOK: I am not aware of any 

language to that effect. 

MR. ANTONUK: Or any general provision. 

MS. DeCOOK: Or in the SGAT. 

MR. ANTONUK: Nor general provision that 

would allow that kind of dispute. 

MS. DeCOOK: I don't believe there's any 

language in the general terms and conditions that 

provide for refunds. 

MS. CLAUSON: After lunch, I will bring 

the language I was referring to and read it in, and 

they can consider it as a takeback, whether they want 

to add it. That will not address the asset. 

MR. ANTONUK: That will not address what? 

MS. CLAUSON: The asset issue. It goes 

more to the performance issue. It's more general than 

just loop conditioning, but so it could be supplemented 

by other language. I am not seeing it completely 

addressing everything you discussed. But I will bring 

it from the Utah contract and read it for them to 

consider. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Just so we know what 22 
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you have started on the asset issue, assuming you are 

right, that when Qwest provides service over the 

unloaded loop, you should get a refund from Qwest, you 
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know, it's not necessarily inconceivable that the way 

that issue would get resolved is that provision would 

be accepted with the condition that it applies on kind 

of an across-the-board basis. So, you know, if the 

issue is off-the-table, that's fine. If the issue is 

off-the-table, I guess what I want to say to you, I am 

not going to put a lot of stock in the fact that the 

CLECs have kind of cut a deal amongst themselves about 

letting other CLECs off the hook. So, you know, that's 

out there. If you want it resolved, I mean it will get 

resolved. That's the extension of the concept to all 

carriers who take advantage of an unloaded loop after a 

win from another CLEC is, absolutely, definitely on the 

table. 

MR. HSIAO: Mr. Antonuk, I do just want 

to address the implications that we had some selfish 

motives in cutting some deal with AT&T. I have not 

spoken to AT&T about their proposal at all. So - -  and 

I can tell you that the reciprocity of refunds is not a 

major issue to Rhythms. If it came to that, we would 

be happy to do that. 

MS. BEWICK: Also, I want to say, I have 

had no conversation with AT&T. I was the one, like I 
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said earlier, at the Colorado workshop, who had an 

issue; however, you know - -  and I was very honest when 
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I made the statement that part of my issue was taken 

care of because it no longer pertains to the CLECs. 

That had nothing to do with any conversations with 

AT&T. However, I am here in this room today, 

representing my company, not Qwest, which it would 

pertain strictly to Qwest. That was why I made that 

statement, because I have had no discussions with AT&T 

about this, or the language, or anything like that. 

So, I don't know. I would say that, you know, just for 

purposes of the record, I do not believe that the CLECs 

cut any kind of deal. 

MR. ANTONUK: If you did there would be 

nothing inappropriate about it. All I am saying to 

you, when you figure out your positions, in support of 

or against the concept of treating the asset here, 

just, you know, understand that I don't consider myself 

limited to the Qwest-only provision that you have 

already expressed general support for. 

MS. BEWICK: That's why I made the 

comment that I made - -  that I said earlier, is that New 

Edge does have some reservation in supporting a concept 

like this, because of the fact that it is not uncommon 

for a commission to apply it across the board. I can't 
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speak for whether that's right or wrong. But, so, 

that's why I was somewhat clear when I made my 
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statement that I, with all due respect to AT&T's 

language and their proposal, was looking at a much 

narrower issue, not an asset issue or anything like 

that. It was a much narrower issue. 

MR. STEESE: Just, Penny, if I could ask 

you one question. Don't put that microphone back yet. 

To the extent that you are looking at this from the 

asset perspective, meaning AT&T has a customer, you win 

them over. Do you think you should have to pay AT&T 

some portion of what they paid for conditioning and 

vice versa? 

MS. BEWICK: No, I wouldn't be looking 

for that - -  I would be real honest with you. I 

wouldn't be looking at that. My company looks at the 

cost of doing business and competition. 

MR. STEESE: How does your company deal 

with it, with the TLA? 

MS. BEWICK: We have term liability 

language in our contract, and related to Becky's 

comments, a lot of our customers are wholesale in 

nature, so we have term liability language. They have 

to stay with us for a year or they have certain refund 

conditions, and so forth, to us, that they have to 

make. And I think, on the retail side of the house, we 
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for like free CP, or whatever it happens to be, you 

have to agree to stay for a certain period of time. In 

my conversations about this issue in my company, that's 

where we would handle it. 

MR. ANTONUK: So, if the resolution were 

to deal with the - -  to make the asset contribution 

mechanism applicable regardless of who wins the 

customer, you would be happy not to see it in the SGAT 

at all? 

MS. BEWICK: I wouldn't support it, no. 

I mean, yeah, I would be happy to see it not in the 

SGAT . 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Other reactions to 

that? 

MR. HSIAO: I would just say, from our 

perspective, if there was a refund where even in a 

CLEC-to-CLEC situation they would have to refund, and 

the refund was limited to, say, the first 30 days after 

installation, I think there would be virtually no 

CLEC-to-CLEC migration in that period. Almost all of 

the trouble would be based on the provisioning. So, I 

would have no problems with a provision like that. 

MR. STEESE: You are cutting in and out, 

Doug. Can you say that one more time? 
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MR. HSIAO: I was just saying, if there 
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was a refund that was based on, say, the first 30 days 

after installation, I think there would be very few 

instances where there would be CLEC-to-CLEC migrations 

which would trigger a refund between CLECs. I think 

the vast majority, probably over 90 percent of the 

instances where we would lose a customer in the first 

30 days would be because of provisioning problems. 

MS. BEWICK: I would just like to add 

just one more thing real quickly, is that - -  and I 

brought this up in the Colorado workshops. From an 

industry perspective, one of the things that bothers me 

about this - -  and I think this that I struggle with, 

the fact that the DLEC graveyard is getting bigger, and 

we just had a situation where my company got a lot of 

flack when Northpoint went under. And part of the 

problems that we had at New Edge was the ability to 

migrate a customer, and there were a lot of customers 

from Northpoint - -  I don't know the percentages - -  but 

that hadn't been with Northpoint that long. 

And my concern is, from a reputation of 

the industry perspective, and as a point of public 

policy, as to whether or not we would want to encourage 

a situation where it would almost be incumbent on the 

other DSL providers to let a customer go dark, so that 

they didn't have to pay loop conditioning charges back 
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before they could pick them up, and they have a concern 

over those kinds of things - -  and I did bring that up 

in Colorado and I will bring it up again here for you 

as you're working this through, in your mind, 

Mr. Antonuk, because that is - -  that could be the only 

situation that I can really - -  not the only, the one 

situation that I can think of, that in Mr. Hsiaols 

situation, I doubt, from Northpoint's perspective, 

there would be somebody there less than 30 days because 

there was a lot of PR about what was going on prior to 

that. I think that's a cautionary thing to think 

about. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think that's a good point 

you raised, because it's actually a misnomer to use the 

word, "refund," when it's a CLEC-to-CLEC situation. 

It's actually a contribution. In the situation you 

presented, itls a contribution to, basically, the 

debtors of the defunct company. It's not even a 

contribution to someone who is even providing anyone 

service anymore, in all probability. So, fair comment. 

MS. DeCOOK: I will say again, our 

principal issue, when we were developing this language, 

was to deal with the conversion performance issue. And 

that kind of segued into the discussions about, well, 

how do you resolve this problem. And that moved us 
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into discussions about, well, whose asset is it? Who 

get the benefit? We thought about analogue in the 

collocation setting, but it doesn't fit necessarily as 

a direct overlay where the CLECs do get some 

adjustments, depending upon their investment. 

From our perspective, I think we're less 

interested in the asset portion other than - -  you could 

say we're more interested in the performance portion 

than the asset portion, because it does create a lot of 

complication, the assets portion. But I think the real 

concern that we have is that we're seeing a lot of 

situations where the customers are converting right 

back to Qwest because of problems that we're 

encountering in the conversions. That's the immediate 

issue that we wanted to solve with this. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: And just to clarify one 

point, Ms. DeCook, has TCG ever asked for a conditioned 

line? When you say you have had experience with people 

migrating back to us, does that have anything to do 

with loop conditioning? 

MS. DeCOOK: I have no idea. I can 

relate that we, as far as I know, we're not ordering 

any DSL in these states. However, I don't think that 

Qwest's performance on conversions is any different for 
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DSL, from what I have heard, than it is for other 

loops, on unbundled loops, so - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. We'll break for 

lunch and we'll resume at 1:30. 

(Recess. 1 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's resume. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuck, before we 

begin, we have a new witness who will be here to talk 

about spectrum as well, when we get to that particular 

issue. And I thought we could swear him in before we 

really got started. 

MR. ANTONUK: Why don't we do that, 

because I think we actually have two witnesses. So, if 

each of you will state your names. 

MR. REILLY: David Reilly, Rhythms. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Jamal Boudhaouia, 

B-o-u-d-h-a-o-u-i-a. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. You want to do the 

honors ? 

(Whereupon David Reilly and Jamal 

Boudhaouia were sworn.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me catch up here. Had 

we finished B? I think we had, had we not? 

MS. LISTON: I just asked the same 

question. 
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MR. STEESE: I think Ms. Clauson was 

going to bring us some language from her contract so we 

could hear it, as to billing disputes issues. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. If you don't have it 

in writing, I can read it. Okay. Great. 

MS. CLAUSON: I didn't make copies, but I 

E-mailed it to everyone. Do you want me to read it 

or - -  

MR. ANTONUK: I think, if you could read 

it into the record slowly, that's probably - -  actually, 

why don't I do that. I have it here. "U S West shall 

reimburse coprovider for incorrect conductivity billing 

charges, including, without limitation, overcharges, 

services ordered or requested but not delivered, 

interrupted services, and services of poor quality and 

installation problems, if such problems are caused by 

U S West, period. Such reimbursements shall be set 

forth in the appropriate section of the conductivity 

bill pursuant to appropriate standards." 

MR. STEESE: Would this solve the issue 

for people? 

MS. CLAUSON: Again, this was taken right 

out of a contract; that some of the terminology would 

have to be changed, like ''conductivity billing" isn't 

used. 
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MR. STEESE: I understand. 
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MS. CLAUSON: I don't think it will solve 

the whole problem. It will for some of the issues that 

were addressed. 

MR. WILSON: The only question I would 

have to Qwest would be in the language that was read, 

it wasn't precisely clear to me in the language that 

the charges that a CLEC incurred on conditioning would 

be reimbursed because of a provisioning problem that 

didn't directly come from the conditioning itself. In 

other words, this is kind of a two-part - -  

MR. STEESE: It says, llinstallation 

problems. 

MR. WILSON: So, I wanted to ask, would 

Qwest - -  does Qwest consider that the provisioning of 

the whole loop with conditioning, and all of the other 

things that that would all entail, the installation? 

MR. STEESE: To the extent that I am 

speaking loud, because the mike is not there - -  I j u s t  

pulled the mike over. To the extent that we condition, 

and the reason why you're experiencing problems has 

something to do with our work, and it's not something 

to do with your CPE, or, who knows, not your problem, 

now that will be part of our installation because 

conditioning is included as part of the installation, 
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for example, if necessary, of a two-wire nonloaded 
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loop. 

And so let us - -  I mean, I am not saying 

we can do this. I need to talk with some people. I am 

just wondering if this is going to solve the issue and 

be able to move past it. Is there more we need to 

consider it? 

MS. DeCOOK: I need to sit down and look 

at it and consider it. I don't have it - -  I can't get 

E-mail here. I really want to look at it, to consider 

it carefully. 

MR. STEESE: How about if we have some 

copies made here quickly and you can look at it at the 

same time as us. 

MS. DeCOOK: We'll come back tomorrow 

morning with a response. 

MR. STEESE: That sounds perfect. Does 

anyone else care to see copies of this language? Why 

don't you make, say, ten copies, and anyone that wants 

it, just distribute it. 

MR. ANTONUK: Where to next? The next 

open - -  the next undiscussed issue would be Loop-8 

for - -  I am sorry, Loop-9. 

MS. LISTON: We did Loop-9 

MR. STEESE: No, we didn't. 
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MS. LISTON: Okay. Loop-9 has two parts. 

First part is what installation options does Qwest 
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provide. As mentioned in the opening, Qwest provides 

five different installation options: Basic 

installation, basic with performance testing, basic 

with cooperative testing, coordinated installations, 

and coordinated with cooperative testing. These 

options have been added - -  have been expanded in the 

SGAT to provide a description of each service - -  I 

shouldn't say service - -  of each installation offering. 

There was an additional question raised 

regarding if Qwest missed an appointment time on 

coordinated installation by 30 minutes, and Qwest has 

added that language into the SGAT. Qwest believes that 

with the new SGAT language, and the addition to the 

30-minute-waiver clause, that we meet the concerns of 

the parties. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's the 30 minute 

provision is Issue B? 

MS. LISTON: Is Issue B. If we're 30 

minutes late, that we waive the nonrecurring charges 

associated with the coordinated installation. That has 

been added to the SGAT. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta for XO. 

I have a couple of questions on Section 9.2.2.9.2.3, 
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which is a subsection of the part of the SGAT dealing 

with basic installation with performance testing. 
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MS. LISTON: Okay. 

MR. KOPTA: The first sentence states 

that this option requires a dispatch to the end-user's 

premise, yet, in the other testing provisions, 

generally it's that there may be - -  may require a 

dispatch to an end-user premises. And I am wondering 

why this particular option requires a dispatch to the 

end-user's premise, but, for example, the cooperative 

testing option doesn't. 

MS. LISTON: In the cooperative testing, 

we may be in a situation where it's our Central Office 

technician and it's, you know, Rhythms people on the 

line doing the cooperative test. We may not actually 

have to be at the end-user's premise to do a 

cooperative test. But in the performance test, it does 

not involve the CLEC. It's just Qwest doing an overall 

performance test. And in order to get all of the test 

results, we have to have someone in the COT and someone 

at the end-user's premise. 

MR. KOPTA: This is different than the 

situation we were discussing earlier today. I believe 

Mr. Hubbard was talking about the testing from the 

switch that didn't require somebody to be at the 
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premise. This is a different type of testing that 

would actually require someone both at the Central 

Office and at the customer location. 
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MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MR. KOPTA: The second issue I have, or 

question, I guess - -  maybe not necessarily an issue - -  

is in Section 9.2.2.9.3, which is the coordinated 

installation with cooperative testing. And that's the 

section - -  and I believe there's another companion 

section which you were just discussing that you had 

added some language that AT&T had requested. And I 

don't have any problem with that, although I am trying 

to understand what happens, from a practical 

standpoint. And in this section, if I understand 

correctly, if the CLEC isn't ready within 30 minutes of 

the scheduled appointment time, then the CLEC needs to 

reschedule the installation. And if Qwest isn't ready 

within 30 minutes of the scheduled appointment time, 

then Qwest will waive the nonrecurring charge. But 

what leaves me kind of hanging is what happens then, if 

Qwest isn't ready within the 30 minutes? Does it 

proceed beyond the 30 minutes? Does there need to be a 

reschedule? How does that - -  what happens? 

MS. LISTON: What happens in that 

scenario is that to the extent that we miss that 
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appointment, we would be contacting the CLEC to say, 

you know, they got hung up in the field, we're not 

getting out there. We're going to be late. We would 
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make every attempt to reschedule with you for the same 

day. So, the basic steps would go, you know, we're 

going to be late, but we know - -  we think we can get 

them out and in a hour. Will that still be acceptable? 

If we get a, 'tyes," which we usually do, then we would 

go ahead and get it back in the load for, you know, 

later on that day, to continue to try to meet the due 

date. So, we continue to force it so that we'll 

satisfy - -  we'll go ahead - -  we're going to try to do 

it. We're going to get it in the same day, make the 

due date and work with that, see how it would mesh in 

with your schedule. 

MR. KOPTA: That is certainly what I 

would expect. I would ask if we could add a phrase, or 

something, to the sentence that says, "Qwest will waive 

the nonrecurring charge for the installation option and 

the parties will reschedule at sometime," or something 

along those lines. 

MR. STEESE: "Parties will work 

cooperatively to reschedule the time for the" - -  

MS. CLAUSON: This is Karen Clauson from 

Echelon. That language probably, "working 
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cooperatively," doesn't actually address the practical 

standpoint of what happens to the order. Once it is 

rescheduled, don't you - -  does Qwest intend to put a 

new due date on the order and jep it? 
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MS. LISTON: Again, we get into the 

situation on how long we can delay it. So, if we're in 

a situation where we can actually get into the same due 

date, we will do that, and there would not be a new due 

date on it. We wouldn't have to jep it. 

MS. CLAUSON: In that situation, when you 

are waiting to see if you can do it in the same date, 

do you know the status of the order in the system? 

MS. LISTON: When you say "the status," 

it would still be pending. 

MS. CLAUSON: Are you familiar with the 

term I' hard- hold" ? 

MS. LISTON: No, I am not. 

MS. CLAUSON: I think that language is a 

good point. What happens to that order. For example, 

if Qwest puts a hard-hold on switch translation, so the 

translation is held, but the rest of the service order, 

the end order is held while you are waiting to see if 

you can do it that day, and the rest of the service 

order goes through, your voice mail or your DSL might 

get processed while you are waiting. 
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So, I think, in order for the 2. 

language - -  it would be better to say what's going to 

actually physically happen to the order, this order, so 

that you don't have some unanticipated consequences 
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while you are waiting for that order to get processed 

So, for example, if you say, to waive the NRC charge 

f o r  the installation option - -  and maybe I think you 

have to say you'll reschedule. You can say the time 

and/or date. If it's the same day, you are just doing 

the time. Then you only do a jep if you actually move 

it to another date. 

MR. STEESE: I was just going to do 

something that would seem like it would cover both 

scenarios. And the parties will work cooperatively to 

promptly set a new appointment time, and the 

appointment time can be the same day or the appointment 

time can be sometime the next day, or whenever it's 

set. 

MS. CLAUSON: What we want to do is 

modify the sentence to say what happens to the CLEC's 

order. We reschedule the installation, we submit a 

supplemental LSR for a new date and appointment time, 

so we actually know what happens to that order. The 

"cooperatively" gets to the idea that we want - -  that 

you try to do it that day, if you can. But it does not 
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say what physically happens to the order. And if you 

include that in here, the way you did for the CLECs, I 

think you would cover that base of the order, it isn't 

just out there sort of in limboland. 

MR. STEESE: Do you know what to do? 
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MS. LISTON: I am not sure of the exact 

language we would need to incorporate to make that 

happen. I don't think it's a real problem, but just 

getting to the right words - -  

MS. CLAUSON: I think it's a wordsmithing 

issue. I don't think it's anything different than what 

you were intending to say you will do to the order. If 

you address that practical point we know both what 

happens to the CLEC orders and what happens to the 

Qwest orders. 

MR. STEESE: So, let me see if I can give 

this one more try. And the parties will attempt to 

schedule a new appointment time on the same day - -  and 

now if you are talking - -  now, digressing for a moment, 

sorry. And if that doesn't work, what you are saying 

is we would jep the order and a new date would be set? 

MS. CLAUSON: Well, Jean, is it your 

process, if you set a new date, you sup the order and 

put in a jep code, if the date isn't actually on the 

same day. Isn't that your process? 
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MS. LISTON: Yes, it is. So we would 

actually issue an, if it's not the same day, we will 

put in a - -  well, let me think now. We would jep 

the - -  we would jep the order. 

MS. CLAUSON: By jepping the order, maybe 
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it's not a supplemental order. Would you jep the 

order? 

MS. LISTON: We would jep the order, 

because we would put it in jeopardy status, if it was a 

Qwest miss for the due date. 

MS. CLAUSON: That's where it would 

appear, would be on the jep? 

MS. LISTON: Right. It's not officially 

a sup because the sup comes from the CLEC, if it 

actually was a sup. 

MS. CLAUSON: Parties will attempt to 

schedule a new appointment time on the same date. If 

not possible, Qwest will - -  what do you call it - -  

submit a jeopardy notice. 

MS. LISTON: I think that's a good way of 

saying it. We could double-check that language and 

make sure it makes sense, from an internal process. 

MS. CLAUSON: Submits a jeopardy notice 

with the new due date. That is what you do. I don't 

know how you say it. 
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MS. LISTON: Jeopardy notice would 

have - -  we'll have to - -  what I will do is I will go 

back and ask internally what are the exact words we 

would use to describe that, but it will be we would 

create that jeopardy notice situation. 

MR. WILSON: And I think the interesting 
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question there was will the jeopardy notice have a new 

due date on it, or does the CLEC need to issue a 

supplementary order? 

MS. LISTON: The CLEC does not need to 

issue a supplementary orders. 

MR. WILSON: The new due date would be on 

the jeopardy itself? 

MS. LISTON: That was the piece, Ken, 

that I said I have to talk to - -  how they internally 

translate that information. I am not sure if itls on 

the jeopardy - -  1 know the CLEC does not have to issue 

a supplemental order. 

MR. STEESE: We’ll come back with this 

one later this afternoon, with some language. 

MR. KOPTA: Thanks. That would be great. 

I would just note, it’s really the same thing in 

Section 9.2.2.9.4,  which is coordinated installation 

without cooperative testing. 

MR. STEESE: We’ll make a parallel 
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provision there. 

MR. KOPTA: Right. Thank you. 

MS. CLAUSON: May I follow-up on one of 

Mr. Kopta’s other questions? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MS. CLAUSON: The other question that he 
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had asked about was the dispatch. And Ms. Liston, on 

page 47 of your testimony you say, "Most CLECs request 

coordinated installation which requires a dispatch." 

Yesterday there was that conversation about 

dispatch-in, dispatch-out. Are you talking about 

dispatch-out or dispatch-in, or does it matter? 

MS. LISTON: I may have to even look at 

my testimony on that one again. 

MS. CLAUSON: Let me tell you why I am 

asking. Maybe that will save the trouble. It is in 

your testimony. You say coordinated installations do 

require a dispatch. Then, in the provision on 

coordinated installation without cooperative test, one 

subsection says itls without a dispatch. And another 

one, in a different situation, talks about may 

dispatch. And if it's a case of an IDLC, a pair gain 

situation, you would dispatch out, correct? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, that is correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: Does this say that? 
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MS. LISTON: Which this? 

MS. CLAUSON: The Section 9.2. - -  I am 

sorry. 9.2.9.4 - -  two 2s. In coordinated installation 

without cooperative testing, that when you read it, 

talks about when you have a lift-and-lay procedure, 

there being no dispatch. Then, in the section for new 

unbundled loops, in the 9.2.2.9.4.19 is for an existing 
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unbundled loop, and it says there it's without a 

dispatch. But isn't that the situation where if you 

are on pair gain, there would be a dispatch? 

MS. LISTON: I am looking at 9.2.2.9.4.2, 

and - -  

MS. CLAUSON: That's the section on new 

unbundled loops, right? 

MS. LISTON: That's the one on new. That 

says, we may have a dispatch. There may be 

circumstances where we don't have to do a dispatch on 

new. In many cases, we do have to do a dispatch. 

MS. CLAUSON: In the previous paragraph, 

doesn't pair gain come up when you have got an existing 

loop that was pair gain with Qwest? Now you are going 

to move it with the CLEC. 

MS. LISTON: In the above situation, 

where it's lift-and-lay procedure, that would be in an 

existing service where we were able to do the 
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conversion of the existing - -  the existing loops. So 

that's simply Central Office. So, this goes back to 

the inside versus the outside dispatch issues, where 

we're taking a facility and completely reusing it. If 

it is just a lift and lay in the Central Office, we do 

not require an outside dispatch for lift and lay. 

MS. CLAUSON: By outside dispatch, you 
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mean to the customer premises? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: Inside dispatch for the 

Central Office. 

MS. LISTON: Central Office. 

MS. CLAUSON: What paragraph 9.2.2.9.4.1 

means is that if the - -  and I am just asking this. 

Does it mean that if the loop is on IDLC, and then you 

are not considering it in an existing loop, because 

itls got to be moved to copper, so you move down to the 

next paragraph and there may be dispatch. 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: Is that true if the IDLC is 

unbundled, so the loop that was somehow IDLC, that's 

been taken apart? 

MS. LISTON: I think we go into the 'lmay" 

situation then. There may be some situations where we 

can just do Central Office work and not have to 
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dispatch a technician to the end-user customer's 

premise. But there may be, may - -  I am not thinking of 

specific examples right now, and I think that's why we 

put the may situation, that it may happen or may not. 

When we talk about the existing, I think the better 

term may be - -  hello. When itls an existing service, 

and we can reuse the facilities, it's a lift and lay. 

And then the other scenario is when we cannot reuse 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

25 

facilities, and then we get into the may situations. 

Sometime we're going to have to do dispatch. Sometimes 

we won't have to. We just left the terminology narrow 

enough so it would cover both scenarios, as generic. 

MS. CLAUSON: When you use dispatch, are 

you meaning in or out? 

MS. LISTON: When I said dispatch, I, 

meant dispatching of outside technician to the 

customer's prem. 

MR. WILSON: I have a question on the 

difference between basic and coordinated. What are 

the - -  what are the differences in processes that Qwest 

would do in a basic cutover, in a coordinated cutover, 

when the CLEC is ordering both the loop and the port in 

both of those situations? 

MS. LISTON: The primary difference 

between basic and coordinated boils down to one piece 
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of information. That's an appointment time. So, in 

basic installation, there is no set appointment time. 

In coordinated installation, there is a set appointment 

time. That's the difference between those two options. 

One you will - -  when you go beyond that, then there are 

specifics within the coordinated installation that do 

not apply within basic. 

Within coordinated, because we have the 
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appointment time, we contact the CLEC before we begin 

the process. We make sure we have their approval to 

begin the cuts, or the installation. And we go through 

all of the steps in terms of an overall coordinated. 

That does not always happen within the basic. However 

what does happen that is the same between coordinated 

and basic is that the internal coordination within 

Qwest does occur. And by that I mean when the Central 

Office does the lift-and-lay procedure, they would 

contact our overall - -  we call them implementer or 

tester - -  has control of the order, and then they have 

responsibility to make sure they get to the translation 

people to make sure that the Central Office work and 

translations get done at the same time. So that 

coordination internal to Qwest still occurs, both on 

basic and coordinated. 

MR. WILSON: Okay. So, you should be 
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coordinated, even in the basic, internally, you would 

still coordinate the loop cut, the number ports, and 

disconnect? 

MS. LISTON: That’s correct. When you 

say the “number port,” I have a little concern with - -  

you are saying the “number port”? 

MR. WILSON: Well, if the - -  well, let 

me - -  since the CLEC actually - -  you should have set 

the trigger beforehand, so, the CLEC actually 
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implements the number ports. 

MS. LISTON: Right. 

MR. WILSON: I guess that begs the 

question, if the loop can't be provisioned - -  say you 

discover the IDLC in a basic order, would you still 

call the CLEC to tell them to not do the port? 

MS. LISTON: The scenario that happens 

when we're in a situation where we can't do it, it 

depends upon timing. If the IDLC - -  and we know we 

can't do the port - -  is identified prior to due date, 

then Qwest would issue a jeopardy notice to the CLEC 
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explaining that we're in a situation where we're going 

probably into a held-order situation, to get 

facilities, or whatever. We are going to have to 

unbundle the IDLC. That jeopardy notice would alert 

that CLEC that the due date is not going to be hit and 
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met, and we will provide the status saying that it's on 

IDLC . 

If it's on the due date, of course then 

we don't have the time or the luxury to say we're going 

to send the jeopardy notice. In that situation, we 

would be contacting the CLEC to say the order - -  the 

order has been jepped. It's on IDLC. We'll not be 

able to go today. 

MR. WILSON: Your procedure would have 
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you call the CLEC? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it would. 

MR. WILSON: Okay. On the coordinated, 

you set an appointment time and you call to confirm 

that the port has been done and the CLEC can then go 

ahead with the port, et cetera, is that true? 

MS. LISTON: That's true. There's 

actually, on coordinated cut, there's a double 

notification to the CLEC. There's a notification at 

the beginning of the cut saying we're ready to do it. 

Our people are in place. Is it okay to go? And so 

that we do that. Once we get "yes, I' then we go ahead 

and do the physical work. Then, at the end of the cut, 

we also call back and say the work has been completed. 

So, with the coordinated you get a double notification. 

One when we're getting ready to start, and we get your 
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approval to start, and then one afterwards. And I know 

we will probably discuss this when we talk about 

coordinated installations. 

MR. STEESE: Before anyone goes, 

Mr. Kopta, I think we have some language for you and 

Ms. Clauson here. At the end of that sentence - -  and, 

again, this will go to 9 .2 .2 .9 .3  and 9.4.  The language 

we had proposed would say, "and the parties will 

attempt to set a new appointment time for the same day, 
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and if not possible, Qwest will submit a jeopardy 

notice and a FOC with a new due date." Would you like 

me to read that one more time? 

MS. CLAUSON: Please. 

MR. STEESE: Okay. I have been told to 

say, "issue a jeopardy notice" instead of "submit. 

That's fine. Mr. Kopta, Ms. Clauson, did you get that 

or would anyone else like me to reread it? 

MR. KOPTA: I got it. 

MS. KILGORE: You can read it again. 

M R .  STEESE: Yes, I can. I'And the 

parties will attempt to set a new appointment time for 

the same day, and if not possible, Qwest will issue a 

jeopardy notice and a FOC with a new due date." 

MS. CLAUSON: I think that that goes to 

what happens to the order, similarly to what you did 
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for the CLEC in the previous sentence. And then with 

respect to what physically happens to that order in 

that time, if it's on the same day, we'll raise that in 

the CICMP. So it doesn't somehow go through while you 

are waiting for the date and then cause some problems 

with the associated orders down the line, and we will 

do that there. 

MR. WILSON: Now, I would assume that if 

the appointment is rescheduled for the same day, and 

that day is the due date, that Qwest would then be 
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meeting the commitment date. But if it was jepped to a 

later date, it would miss the commitment date for that 

order. Would that be your assumption? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. And when we talk about 

the missed commitment, we're talking about the OP-3 

measure for due date miss. And then that's a true 

statement. We would take a - -  we would take a hit on 

OP-13, that we missed the coordinated installation. 

So, in that scenario, we would miss the coordinated 

installation, but we would still make due date. 

MR. WILSON: Right. And interval on OP-4 

would be from the order to the commitment date, plus 

whatever. If it was the next day, it would be plus 

one, et cetera. 

MS. LISTON: Whenever we look at the 
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interval for OP-4, we look from the application date 

when the LSR was submitted to the completion date. So 

we always look to the completion date to OP-4. 

MR. KOPTA: Might I make one minor 

language edit to what you proposed? Instead of, "not 

possible," say, "unable to do so." 

MR. STEESE: That's acceptable. 

MR. KOPTA: We think, then, we're fine 

with what you proposed. 

MR. ANTONUK: Does that close out 9? 
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MS. DeCOOK: I just had one question. 

Chuck, this morning, at one point in time, we modified 

a section of the SGAT to reflect a defined term that 

you called "coordinated installation." Is there, when 

you are referring to a defined term, are you referring 

to coordinated installation with or without testing or 

is there another definition that I am not finding? 

MR. STEESE: Coordinated installation 

with or without testing. 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. Thank you. 

MS. LISTON: I need a second to reshuffle 

paper. 

MS. DeCOOK: Were we dealing with A and B 

or just A? 

MS. LISTON: We started with A, but then 
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I threw in the B, saying we have put in the clause on 

the waiver after 30 minutes. I smooshed them. 

MS. DeCOOK: Got it. 

MR. WILSON: I think Loop-9 is done. We 

have additional questions on coordinated installation 

that will be addressed in Loop-10. 

MR. ANTONUK: Which is just about where 

we are right now. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. Loop-10 is kind of an 

continuation off of 9. This one goes with the overall 

performance associated with coordinated installations. 
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Yesterday an exhibit was distributed, and I think it 

was labeled - -  

MR. STEESE: 14. 

MS. LISTON: JML-14, that talked about 

coordinated installation performance. The FCC in New 

York established a basic - -  it was kind of like a 

three-prong test that looked at overall quality of 

service for things like the coordinated installation. 

What I have done on JML-13 is to take that New York 

performance standard that the FCC had, and then try to 

do a comparison to some of the Qwest issues. And I 

will just walk you through on that exhibit, and we have 

some new numbers we can add to here also. 

In New York what they did, they said 
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there were three tests that they would look at for 

overall performance. And the way that the tests were 

laid out was the first one was that 90 percent of the 

commitments were met, and it was due date 

commitments - -  no. It was 90  percent of the 

coordinated installation commitments were met. So, 

that would compare against Qwest OP-13. 

The next piece that they would look at is 

something that was very comparable to the trouble rate, 

where we have for MR-8. And they said that there would 

be no more than 2 percent trouble rate. That's the 
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total number of trouble tickets placed against the base 

of unbundled loops. 

MR. ANTONTJK: Which MR? 

MS. LISTON: MR-8. And then the last one 

is we have got a flip-flop with New York. New York 

talks about installation trouble, and they said the FCC 

said no more than 5 percent installation trouble. What 

that one was looking at was that the order did not have 

a trouble ticket issued against it within 30 days. 

Qwest has reversed the measure and says we do a quality 

of installation, which is OP-5, and our benchmark is, 

you know, we look at the 95 percent then, so where they 

say no more than 5 percent troubles, we would say 95 

percent have to be good. So that's how our cooperation 
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works. 

What the exhibit shows is those three 

measures for February of 2000, for the seven states 

here, we have had a lot of the discussion about the 

OP-13 measure and overall performance, and you can see, 

across the state, we are - -  the February numbers did 

not reach benchmark. However, Qwest has implemented a 

new center that will have overall responsibility for 

coordinated installations. The new center will have 

groups that focus on hot cuts. They will be looking - -  

they have implemented a process where there will be a 

daily report to senior leadership on all missed 
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commitments and accountability on why it's happening. 

They will set up a special escalation desk in terms of 

trying to get things resolved so the coordinated cuts 

do happen on time. 

There is - -  they have also implemented 

new certification processes, both for the Central 

Office technicians and also for the employees that do 

the overall control. It is a brand-new center. It was 

established specifically for the OP-13 issues. We knew 

that we were in trouble on coordinated installations. 

This was put in place to try to fix that problem. The 

bottom line shows post-process change information. The 

center was implemented in stages. Iowa and Utah were 
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included in Phase 1. The Iowa results for the month of 

April were 94 percent. And for Utah it was 89 percent. 

So it's definitely made a distinct impact on the 

numbers, going in the right direction. 

I did get numbers as we cut the center 

over. We have one week of data for the other states. 

And I got - -  I did get those numbers after we had this 

printed. I got them yesterday. In Idaho, we only had 

one coordinated order for the week, and it was a 

customer miss. So it kind of doesn't fit into the 

OP-13. Montana was at 100 percent for last week. 

North Dakota was at 100 percent for last week. And New 
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Mexico and Wyoming had no orders that were coordinated 

last week. 

MR. STEESE: Ms. Liston, when did these 

process changes start taking effect in at least some 

states? 

MS. LISTON: In Iowa and Utah, we have 

had the center up and running about a month, because I 

know we had April results. I am not sure of the exact 

date when we started the new process, but I know we had 

been running it for the month of April, and, like I 

said, for the other states, we just started it last 

week. So, those numbers are not reflected yet in any 

of our performance measures, because right now we're 
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only reporting through February. 

In addition to doing the center, the new 

center and the training in the recertification, it will 

be a basic certification process. They are working 

through developing a core curriculum that everyone will 

be required to go through. We're working through that 

process right now. I have seen target dates saying 

we're looking at the middle-of-May time frame for 

completion of the first round of training. In addition 

to that, as we have mentioned in some other workshops, 

we have done video training around the coordinated 

installation, and that that is continuing to go on. I 

think some information was distributed yesterday 
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showing by state the various work groups that have been 

trained. 

MR. STEESE: That was Exhibit No. 14. 

MS. LISTON: And that goes through all of 

the different organizations that were involved in the 

video training. We have got, I think, about 60 percent 

coverage on the video training so far. 

MR. STEESE: One thing, too, we can do, 

Ms. Liston, that training is a couple of weeks old, 

that document, correct? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it is. 

MR. STEESE: What we will do is, in fact, 
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I am sitting here on my computer screen looking at the 

update. We can supplement the record, and as of the 

end of last week, it was 82 percent instead of the 60 

or so that was listed there. We'll supplement the 

record with this tomorrow. Same exact document, just 

showing different numbers slightly, 

MS. LISTON: The other thing is that the 

overall coordinated installations will be included in 

the ROC third-party test. There are several different 

scenarios that we will be running looking at 

coordinated installations. There is - -  and now I will 

show my ignorance on how the OSS coding works, but 

Table D2 to the MTP itemizes hundreds of different 
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scenarios with installation. They involve both hot 

cuts and just generic coordinated installation. It 

will cover both of those within the Table D2 tests. We 

also have functionality tests associated with the hot 

cuts and coordinated installations. And that's 

addressed in Section 12.4 of the Master Test Plan, and 

it gives various order types and includes the hot cuts 

and coordinated cuts. 

And then the final one is the Test 14, 

which is an overall provisioning evaluation with 

special processes on hot cuts. So, the overall 

performance on hot cuts will also be included in the 
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OSS test, in addition to having our performance 

measures that will be held against. 

MS. DeCOOK: Jean, on 6-Qwest-14, that's 

a summary of the training that's occurred so far. Is 

that what you said? 

MS. LISTON: Let me see. Yes, that's the 

one - -  that's the one on the video. That's the one on 

the video that Chuck just said he was looking at his 

screen and we got updated information on that. That's 

for the video training only. 

MS. DeCOOK: We had served a discovery 

request on Qwest regarding training, and we received 

the video. Is that the video that's being seen - -  

MS. LISTON: Yes. 
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MS. DeCOOK: - -  by these individuals? 

You mentioned some updated numbers on your coordinated 

installation performance, and you said that you were at 

100 percent for Montana and Idaho. How many orders 

does that represent? 

MS. LISTON: I may have - -  I do have that 

information. Nope. It's not that one. It's this one. 

Figure out which pile it's in. Montana had ten LSRs 

last week. There were two CLEC misses, and eight 

complete on time. So we had the - -  so eight out of the 

ten were complete on time for the 100 percent. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Just a question. Ten LSRs 

for coordinated installations. 

MS. LISTON: Correct. 

MS. DeCOOK: Did you actually do 

coordinated installations for those? 

MS. LISTON: Yes. 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. 

MS. LISTON: North Dakota, there was only 

one last week. And so that's with the - -  those were 

the two. Okay. That was just one week's data. 

MS. DeCOOK: Thank you. 

MR. STEESE: Do you have the data for 

Utah and Iowa? 

MS. LISTON: Sure. I am not going to 
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find these on the Iowa - -  we're digging for our Iowa 

numbers. Excuse me. Due date numbers in Utah and 

Iowa. In Utah, there were 38 LSRs. 32 were completed 

on time. The additional six were CLEC misses, so the 

performance result was 100 percent in Utah. In Iowa, 

there were 26 LSRs: 23 were met on time, one CLEC 

miss, one Qwest miss - -  two CLEC misses, excuse me, two 

CLEC misses, one Qwest miss for a result of 96.2 

percent in Iowa. 

MS. DeCOOK: Are these coordinated 

installs with testing or without testing or both? 
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MS. LISTON: I don't have that 

information. I know they were coordinated 

installations. I don't have the breakdown if they were 

just plain or with testing. 

MR. ANTONUK: I am not - -  before you go 

on, I am not sure why the numbers you just cited for 

Utah and Idaho were different from what you have shown 

on Exhibit 13? 

MS. LISTON: Exhibit 13 were the April 

results. And this, I believe, were the last week 

results. So April through - -  prior to, you know, 

coming into the workshop. So they didn't - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: One thing, Ms. Liston. I 

think Ms. DeCook was asking you a different question, 
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slightly. I just want to maybe make sure we can fill 

out the record. To the extent that the CLEC orders a 

coordinated cut with cooperative testing, or without 

cooperative testing, will those coordinated cuts a11 

end up in this data? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, they will. 

MR. HSIAO: This is Doug with Rhythms. 

Can I ask a clarifying question on that? So, are you 

saying that OP-13 includes data for xDSL providers who 

order coordinated installations with cooperative 
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testing ? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it would. The data we 

presented would be coordinated installation with or 

without cooperative testing, new and reuse. So, it 

covers all coordinated installations. 

MS. DeCOOK: Do you maintain any records 

that separate your results for coordinated installation 

with cooperative testing from coordinated installation 

with or without testing? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know if - -  I don't 

know if the center has set up a differentiation, you 

know. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is there a code for that? 

MS. LISTON: If you look at the overall 

performance measurement, we don't differentiate between 
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with or without the cooperative testing. Whether there 

are internal records, I am sure, when we go back, if we 

look at each individual LSR, it would say did it have 

cooperative or not. I don't know whether they are 

doing any summary reports on it, though. 

MS. CLAUSON: This is Karen Clauson from 

Echelon. Where are the procedures for the hot cut 

center documented? Are they in the product catalogue? 

In a tech pub? Where would they be? 

MS. LISTON: The internal procedures are 
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associated with each individual work group. So, if you 

look, you know, internally within Qwest, we would have 

step-by-step procedures for the Central Office 

technicians, for our designer/implementers, and each 

one would have the identification of what are their 

overall steps to make that accomplished. So it has in 

there their individual methods and procedures, their 

handbooks, how they do their day-to-day job. 

MS. CLAUSON: If there are changes made 

to those internal publications, do they go through 

CICMP? 

MS. LISTON: To the extent they would 

impact the CLEC, they would go through CICMP. 

MS. CLAUSON: Do these changes for this 

new hot cut center you just described go through CICMP? 

MS. LISTON: The changes for the new 
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center have not gone through CICMP. There's an 

industry forum scheduled next week that will be 

addressing these changes, basically, what's the 

difference. 

If you look at it in the big picture, 

what we are doing within the new center is establishing 

an internal process to improve our performance, based 

on what we had already committed we should be doing - -  

doing in terms of the PID measurements, and in terms of 
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what we have committed to in the SGAT. So, we looked 

at the processes, and we did some experimenting on how 

could we get the numbers up, how could we improve it, 

what do we need to do. Then that whole discussion, in 

terms of changes that we have internally made to 

improve our service, will be presented in the industry 

forum. 

MS. CLAUSON: By industry forum, do you 

mean CICMP? 

MS. LISTON: It's not CICMP. They are 

actually doing an industry forum meeting that CLECs 

have been invited to, and I heard numbers. I am not 

remembering them right now. I would say it's a large 

audience that's attending this industry forum. 

MS. CLAUSON: Will that industry forum 

result in any documentation of the process, either for 
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the product catalogue or the tech pubs, or someplace 

where a CLEC can go to review that process? 

MS. LISTON: I am not sure. And the only 

reason I am not sure is to the extent that it's all 

internal changes, that really doesn't affect how the 

CLEC has to interface with us, there may not be 

documentation. But do the extent it would involve, you 

know, a different process that we wanted the CLEC to 

do, then, of course, that would have to go through the 
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overall CICMP and be documented. I don't know if that 

answered the question or not. 

MR. STEESE: Can I ask MS. Liston a 

question. It's true, is it not, that the changes we 

have implemented are all Qwest process changes and the 

CLEC didn't have to do anything different. It's just 

making sure that internally our processes have 

improved. 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: So, for example, CLECs 

don't call a different phone number to get to the 

center. 

MS. LISTON: I don't think so. 

MS. CLAUSON: They don't use a different 

escalation process. 

MS. LISTON: I am not sure if there's 

going to be, in the upfront, it is going to change. I 
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know we set up new processes. 1 think those are all of 

the details that are going to be discussed, then, 

through the industry forum, on exactly what is going to 

be the impact to the CLEC community by this. 

MS. CLAUSON: And, I mean, these 

processes are being put in place shortly before the ROC 

test you described and we're just trying to get at 

where is it documented, so we know those processes will 
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remain in place after the test. Where would that be 

documented? 

MS. LISTON: The internal processes will 

be in our internal methods and procedures, in that kind 

of documentation. We will be turning it over to the 

third-party test. I am sure we're going through the 

process right now of trying to sync that up. And then 

to the extent that it is CLEC-impacting, it would be in 

the CLEC training information, it would be in that kind 

of documentation, so that you would have the correct 

information for accessing if any changes do take place 

that are different than what's currently documented in 

the documentation that goes out to the CLEC. 

MS. CLAUSON: Does that hook up somewhere 

to the SGAT, where it talks about your right to have 

the ability to use these improved processes, that hot 

cut center? 
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MR. STEESE: The - -  I guess my initial 

reaction to that is if you think the center not so much 

as something that's new, but rather an internal process 

improvement to provide CLECs with what we said we were 

going to do, then that's our internal process. So, 

what we're trying to do is bring the overall 

performance up to the standard. I mean, we - -  you look 

at the O P - 1 3  measures. We're falling short of OP-13. 
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We're not doing coordinated cuts on time. What the 

center is meant to do is to put a process in place, 

internally, within Qwest, to improve the performance to 

get it to where we have already committed to you. 

M S .  HOOPER: Judith Hooper with the state 

of Utah. 

MR. STEESE: Can you get a little closer 

to the mike, please. I am sorry. 

M S .  HOOPER: In reference to Qwest 

Exhibit 1 4 ,  where it shows video training for the 

state. Specifically, do you have like information for 

Wyoming and Utah? 

M S .  LISTON: Let me grab a copy of that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Turn the page. 

MR. STEESE: It's on the back of the 

Page - 
M S .  HOOPER: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: It just printed out strange. 
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We apologize. 

MS. KILGORE: Ms. Liston, can I ask a 

clarifying question on Qwest-14. You have the numbers 

of people, and I understand that these numbers are 

going to be updated. Is there a place on here that has 

a way that we can get to the percentage at the bottom 

that an - -  in other words, your total techs that we can 
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compare with the number that have been trained. 

MS. LISTON: There is not a breakdown on 

the report that shows the total number by each segment 

group. So, the 12,000 is our aggregate, across all of 

the network organizations, in terms of how many 

employees that would need to be covered in total. 

MS. KILGORE: Okay. For a particular 

example, for example, Iowa, you could have trained all 

of the techs in Iowa, or half of them. I mean, there's 

no way to tell from this document, right? 

MS. LISTON: The only thing on this 

document that would tell how many have been covered so 

far doesn't give you the total population of each 

state, that's correct. 

MR. STEESE: The updated document that's 

about to be distributed - -  it's getting ready to be 

printed in just a moment - -  will show the exact same 

information, only the delta has changed. You will see 
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it, you will be able to calculate it, but even then you 

are not going to be able to look to see, like Ms. 

Liston said, what the total population is within each 

class. 

Let me ask one question, Ms. Liston. Is 

Qwest committed to getting all of these people in all 

of these states trained? 
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MS. LISTON: Yes, we are. 

MS. DeCOOK: By when? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know if there's - -  I 

don't know if there's a deadline on the video training. 

I don't have a date. 

MS. DeCOOK: I just wanted to make sure I 

understand this. If I look at the grand total, at 

least on 6-Qwest-14, it looks to me like about 71 - -  

2700 employees have been trained to date, out of the 

universe of 12,000. Am I doing the math right, or 

reading this right? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, you are. 

MS. DeCOOK: NOW, is that just 12,000 for 

these states, or, well, I guess it's for all of the 

states in your region. 

MS. LISTON: Right. That's the 

population of the network employees that are dealing 

with the unbundled loop issues. 

MS. DeCOOK: That would be both techs and 



20 managers are involved. 

21 MS. CLAUSON: To follow-up on my previous 

22 questions, do you know if part of your new procedure 

23 for cutovers, part of the center's new procedures, is 

24 to stay on-line with the CLEC whenever possible during 

25 the cuts? 
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MS. LISTON: I don't know that. 

MS. CLAUSON: If it turns out that that 

is part of the process - -  the current SGAT language 

says the Qwest implementer advises CLEC when the 

lift-and-lay procedure is complete. If that is part of 

the process, they may already be on the phone. Would 

you be willing, if you confirm that is part of the 

process, to say something like, upon request, in case 

there are some CLECs who don't do that, Qwest will stay 

on the line with the CLEC whenever possible. 

MS. LISTON: We can check and see what 

the new center procedure is. Whether that - -  

MS. CLAUSON: I am not asking you to 

establish a new procedure. I am asking, if it is the 

procedure, to reflect it in the writing. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: This is Doug with Rhythms. 

One of the - -  

MR. STEESE: Can you just give us one 
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moment to confer? 

MR. HSIAO: Sure. 

MR. STEESE: Thank you. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MS. LISTON: Based on a little sidebar, 

where we're at right now with the new center is there 
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are no - -  there are no process changes that are 

impacting the CLEC today. And the primary purpose of 

the industry forum is to talk about what else can we 

do, and how else can we change it if there are things 

that are impacting CLECs. We would have to look at 

whether we change it. Right now, in terms of the SGAT 

language, the SGAT language is - -  reflects the current 

status, and we really haven't changed any of the 

interfaces with CLECs at all, so there would be no SGAT 

change necessary at this point in time. But it is 

the - -  

MS. CLAUSON: But if it is true that your 

process is to stay on-line with the CLEC whenever 

possible, then that impacts CLEC, they have to have a 

person on the line, and if that helps make it go 

smoother, more quickly, because they are communicating, 

that is something - -  that right now it says in the SGAT 

language, when installation is complete, Qwest will 

notify CLEC. You may be on right - -  already. That may 

be part of that process. So it would be in - -  that's 



2 1  

22 

23 

24 

25  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

why I said you are saying that there isn't anything 

right now, but you already said you don't know if 

that's part of the process. If it is, and that would 

affect the CLEC, could you revise this language 

accordingly? 
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M R .  STEESE: Ms. Clauson, just for 

purposes of explaining. We have brought, as you can 

tell, a number of people here that are experts on a 

number of these issues. And while we, Jean and I and 

others do our best to compile all of the information 

possible, sometimes we miss a point or two. And we 

just confirmed that, in fact, that is not part of the 

new process, staying on the line the entire time with 

the CLEC. And, so with that understanding, to the 

extent that even though, let's assume that down the 

road we decide that that change were to be necessary, 

if we were on the line the entire time with them, then 

I would say that we have done a good job of 

communicating when it's finished, and I wouldn't see a 

need to change it, the SGAT, for hypertechnical 

reasons, but - -  

MS. CLAUSON: If you are on the line 

during the entire time, it eliminates a lot of other 

problems. Getting the commitment to be on the line 

would be something beneficial to include in the 
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procedures, in addition to letting you know when it's 

over. That's why we would like that included. 

MR. STEESE: You are requesting for it to 

be included at this point. The procedures that we have 

implemented, Qwest is very, based on the data we're 
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seeing now - -  and we always are willing to see if 

improvement is necessary, et cetera - -  but at this 

point we see a vast improvement. We see data above 

benchmark. We are interested in hearing what the 

CLECs' thoughts are, because that's the CLEC forum next 

week, and if additional process changes are needed, 

we'll continue to work with the industry and see. But 

for now, we feel fairly comfortable with where we are, 

and we'll wait at least until next week, until we hear 

from the CLECs, before we would implement anything 

different. 

MS. CLAUSON: And we appreciate the 

improvement. We are just trying to make sure it's 

documented in a way that it will continue after the 

test is over. 

MR. STEESE: That certainly is our 

intention. 

MR. WILSON: Two questions, not quite 

related to the data but related to the coordination 

issues. The first is on coordinated cutover with 

testing. The SGAT currently calls for Qwest to read 



22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

out the test results over the phone. And AT&T at least 

would like to be able to get that, also, as a hard 

copy. Will Qwest provide that as a hard copy as well? 

MS. LISTON: At this time, Qwest is not 
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in a position to do the test results as hard copy. 

MR. WILSON: Why? It seems like that 

would be a natural thing, so we would have a record of 

what the test showed. 

MS. LISTON: There is several things, 

and, you know, at this point, the implementers who are 

the ones that are working with that information are not 

in a position where they are going to be sending 

E-mails through to the CLEC. They - -  if you think 

about other things that we have in place with 

electronic information, and results, it has to do with, 

basically, with the order flow information, and we can 

set up some electronic interfaces where you are going 

to send out those notifications. We don't have the 

process in place to do for our implementers where we're 

going to do an electronic E-mail. They will have to 

somehow know who it is that they have to send the 

E-mail message to, what the address is. It's going to 

vary by - -  it may vary by the company, by every state. 

It may vary by the tester. And we just don't see that 

that additional burden is something that we should take 
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you wind up managing how you are sending these E-mails 

and knowing who to send the E-mails to for test 

results. 
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MR. STEESE: For cooperative testing, do 

the CLECs get notice of the results of the test, and, 

if so, how? 

MS. LISTON: Cooperative test, you are 

on-line with each other. So you exchange the 

information over the phone. To the extent that the 

CLEC is running the test, and they have test gear and 

they are working through the test results, they may not 

even share that information with us. And they would be 

recording their test results. However, if they want, 

to the extent that Qwest is running a test and we have 

test information, we would then share that with the 

CLEC. But it's all over the phone while we're doing 

the testing. 

MR. WILSON: Does Qwest even keep a 

record of whether or not the test was actually done, 

whether they called - -  

MS. LISTON: Which test? 

MR. WILSON: Whether they actually called 

with the result. 

MS. LISTON: If a CLEC - -  and I want 

to - -  I am asking you which test results, because it 
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makes a difference. When you are talking about a 

cooperative test, that's one where you work together 

with a CLEC, okay? In that scenario, the CLEC is 
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working with us on the test results. We do not record 

the results from CLEC cooperative tests. If you are 

talking about Qwest internal testing, that we do to 

make sure that the line meets the technical parameters. 

Yes, we record those test results. 

MR. WILSON: What's the difference in - -  

I thought the set of tests was the same. I mean, what 

do you keep - -  what are you testing that you keep 

yourself versus what you tell the CLEC over the phone? 

MS. LISTON: The Qwest performance tests 

are based on the ones that are identified in the SGAT, 

that correspond with technical parameters. When we 

turn up a circuit and perform those tests, we record 

those test results. If the CLEC had requested - -  I 

will use the example of basic installation with 

performance testing, saying that they want to know the 

test results, we would provide those test results to 

the CLEC, and we would record them in our databases. 

However, if the CLEC said they want to do some 

cooperative testing with us, and it may be a repeat of 

some of the same tests, or it may be a different test, 

those results are not recorded. 
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So the performance test - -  the 

cooperative test - -  I should say the cooperative test 

results are not recorded. 
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MR. HSIAO: Doug with Rhythms. The 

coordinated cooperative testing is actually the largest 

concern that Rhythms has with this type of 

installation. We have been paying, you know, a premium 

for cooperative testing. And when we have compared 

notes with our account team about the performance of 

Qwest, there's a large discrepancy between what we're 

saying your performance is, and in actually doing the 

testing, and when Qwest is saying that they are doing 

the testing. What we have found, that a lot of the 

misses are just blamed on us. They will claim that 

they have called Rhythms, nobody from Rhythms answered 

the phone; therefore, the test failed. That's our 

biggest concern about that, the performance test is not 

capturing what's actually happening. 

So, what we did was we actually started 

trying to track inbound calls from ILECs during testing 

and trying to match up when Qwest was actually calling 

us and when they were not calling us. And we found 

there was a large discrepancy in the times that Qwest 

was saying that they were calling us and when they were 

actually calling us. 

MR. STEESE: You have been - -  how are you 
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MR. HSIAO: We had - -  my understanding is 
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we just have - -  we have inbound phone records for the 

particular call center that Qwest is supposed to call 

in order to do the - -  to call us to confirm the 

testing, to cooperate with the testing. And in some 

instances, one of the things that I have heard that we 

have done is when we have been told that Qwest has said 

that our inbound call center was busy, we checked the 

records to find out what the call volume was coming 

into our center. And we were able to confirm that, in 

a lot of these cases, there was no traffic coming into 

our call center at that time when Qwest said that they 

were calling us. 

Then there were some other methods that 

they have done - -  I am not exactly sure about 

everything. We sort of spoke to our account team about 

this, and we're trying to sync up, you know, how our 

data matches, but I can tell you, there's a very large 

gap between what our view is on the cooperative testing 

results and Qwest's view. 

MR. STEESE: Have you shared that data 

with your account team? 

MR. HSIAO: I am not sure it was in any, 

you know, it was in a state where we could actually say 
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MR. STEESE: What kind of sample were you 

looking at here? 

MR. HSIAO: I don't know. I can find 

that out. 

MR. STEESE: If you could find that out, 

that would be great. 

And to the extent that this data is 

something that you think is probative, we certainly 

would be interested in seeing it and doing some 

comparison ourselves. 

MR. HSIAO: There was also something I 

had to correct in our testimony. I did - -  our - -  the 

testimony of Valerie Kendrick did state that we had 

stopped doing this type of cooperative testing with 

Qwest because of the problems we were having. That's 

not true. We continue to pay this - -  the extra fee to 

have the cooperative testing done. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, if it's 

acceptable, we are just going to have this exhibit that 

we referred to before with the undated numbers marked 

and I think its Exhibit No. 20, if that's acceptable. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's correct. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: This ties in so closely with 
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things: One, you want us to do cooperative testing as 

we're supposed to; but, two, if due to Qwest's fault a 

cooperative test is not performed, you don't want to 

pay for it. That's what I'm hearing you say. Is both 

of those fair? 

MR. HSIAO: I guess we've never asked for 

a refund on the cooperative testing. I don't think 

that was in our testimony. 

MR. STEESE: AT&T - -  

MR. HSIAO: We just want the test done. 

MR. STEESE: Right. Then we can 

continue. I was going to move on to Part B, which we 

do have some language in Exhibit 10 that certainly ties 

in directly to this. 

MR. WILSON: I have a question, first. 

On the first line, central office 

technicians, are the actual numbers offset to the 

right, Arizona is 31 and Colorado is 4, Iowa is 109? 

MR. STEESE: Is that a question or is 

there a question coming? 

MR. WILSON: No. Am I reading the 

numbers correctly; is that what that's showing? 

Thirty-one have been trained in Arizona, four  in 

Colorado, 109 in Iowa, zero I guess in Idaho, 219 in 

Minnesota; is that how that reads? 
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MS. LISTON: I - -  I believe that's 

correct. 

MS. DeCOOK: Are they called something 

different from state to state; for example, is a 

central office technician is called something - -  

customer communication technician or whatever that 

stands for? Does that mean you just haven't covered 

the whole array of central office technicians in 

Colorado yet? 

M.R. STEESE: If you look at network 

technicians, the numbers are extremely high, about 

two-thirds of the way down. 

MS. DeCOOK: That's true across the 

board. 

MS. LISTON: Um, I - -  I think I - -  I 

think I - -  I think I know. 

MS. DeCOOK: Tell me. 

MS. LISTON: The - -  the network 

technicians, I believe in our large states we have 

the - -  the central office has two different 

classifications of technicians. And we have design 

technicians and I believe they are called network 

technicians that are doing design services. In some of 

our smaller states - -  some of the other states, we have 

both technicians that do traditional POTS services, 
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versus ones that do the design services. And I think 

there is a distinction between those two titles. 

And in some cases we have a higher 

percentage of design technicians doing all of the work 

than in the smaller ones where we have central office 

technicians. 

MS. DeCOOK: You answered the question 

before that I asked that this represents those 

employees that have seen the video tape; is there 

additional education materials that go along with that 

video tape or is the video tape the only thing they are 

seeing in terms of installation? 

MS. LISTON: The video tape was just one 

portion of their overall training process. The - -  

there is an ongoing training, so to speak; and when I 

say training, it's ongoing information to all the 

various work groups so that they would get updates to 

their - -  their methods and their procedures on how they 

do service. If there are any changes, that information 

is shared both in the group setting and also 

electronically where we update their job aids 

electronically. 

So this was - -  this was just a one-shot 

deal where we said, let's get the same message out to 

everybody in one format that kind of - -  it was a 

2 2 1  
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different kind of a concept than we've done on a lot of 

our other training activities because traditionally our 

training focuses on their specific job. So we train 

the central office to do the central office job; we 

train the outside forces to do the outside forces. 

What the video did is took an unbundled 

loop from the LSR process all the way to the completion 

process and showed them the interrelation of their 

jobs. So it was a different way - -  and we literally 

did it by taking the job functions and bringing it to 

life. 

So if you were talking about what entries 

the designer has to - -  not the designer but the 

implementer has to do, that would show what they were 

doing so that they knew what each other was doing too. 

So it was the first time we had done an 

across-the-board training process like that. 

MS. DeCOOK: That was the reason for my 

question, because I know on the video tape you have 

certain names of individuals - -  very cute, too. And as 

I recall, there was somebody named something COT, 

central office technician; so how do they know if 

network technicians are the ones that are actually 

doing the COT'S job what information tells them that 

that's - -  that's what they are supposed to do? 
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MS. LISTON: Um, again, that would be 

within their own work organizations. They kind of know 

the different job titles. It was strictly a naming to 

kind of give a relationship; and, you know, with a COT, 

it was the COT; every one knows it's the central 

of €ice. 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. And what does LRAC 

stand for? 

MR. HSIAO: That's the LRAC. And that's 

where our assignment - -  the - -  the - -  let's see if I 

say this one right. It's where the dispatching for the 

outside technicians would happen. So it's the 

organization that would take the orders and make sure 

that the loads get done appropriately. 

MS. DeCOOK: And CSS and CCT, do you know 

what that stands for? 

MS. LISTON: Where is Jeff now? 

(Pause. ) 

MS. LISTON: I don't - -  I don't remember 

off the top of my head what the CCS - -  CSS and CCT are. 

MS. DeCOOK: And are the implementer 

testers being trained as well in the whole process? I 

don't see them listed on the training overview. 

are under the 

MS. LISTON: The - -  I believe that they 

customer data tech category. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Could you confirm that? 
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MS. LISTON: Yeah. 

MR. STEESE: We had one of our people, 

Mr. Hubbard, go to confirm exactly what categories 

people fall within. So we'll get that information 

briefly. 

Is there anything else you wanted to talk 

about about overall coordinated cut information or do 

you want to move on to the SGAT language? 

MR. WILSON: Um, could you briefly 

explain the difference between a coordinated cutover 

and a managed cutover. 

MS. LISTON: I'm not tracking with you, 

Ken, on a managed cutover. It's not a term that I'm 

familiar with. 

MR. WILSON: Okay. We had a rather 

lively discussion in the workshop on number 

portability; and in the number portability section, 

there is a managed cutover process. And it was my 

understanding from that meeting that managed cutovers 

are in fact when a conference call is set up between 

the CLEC and Qwest for the whole period of time that 

the cutover is occurring. 

And it was my understanding from the 

Qwest witnesses in that workshop that a managed cutover 
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could be ordered either for a CLEC-provided loop or a 
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Qwest-provided loop. 

MR. STEESE: That - -  that's incorrect. 

Ms. - -  and I'm going to get my terminology confused. 

But there's managed cut and then there is something - -  

a similar term. And one is for when the Qwest - -  and 

this again goes with number porting, and Ms. Bumgarner 

would be the proper witness. 

O n e  goes when the CLEC provides the - -  

its own loop and one is when it orders an unbundle 

loop from us. And there are two different names and 

one of them is managed cut and I don't recall those off 

the top. I apologize. I can find that out for you 

momentarily if you like, Ken. 

MR. WILSON: Okay. Well, I thought the 

other one was coordinated cutover as we have been 

discussing. 

MR. STEESE: Let me make a quick call and 

I'll find out. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think it's time for a 

break. So let's take ten minutes now. 

(Recess. ) 

(Rhythms 2 and 3 and Qwest 2 0  and 2 1  

marked for identification.) 

(Discussion off the record.) 

2 2 5  

MR. ANTONUK: Please, folks, let get 
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quiet. 

Mr. Hsiao has a witness he wants to get 

on. I think we may have some language that might help 

us at least tee up the issue we have been discussing; 

and it looks like something else is floating around on 

yet another issue. So let's sort of sort out how we 

want to go here over the next 10 or 15 minutes. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, the document 

that you said was floating around is a Qwest document. 

This is in response to a request from Mr. Kopta and I 

think Ms. Clauson having to do with reuse of 

facilities. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: No need to discuss that 

until it's convenient for the group. We would like to 

mark that as Exhibit 21. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. And during the 

break, I believe someone from AT&T said that they might 

have some language that they want to submit in 

connection with Loop 10. Is that - -  is that correct? 

MR. WILSON: We - -  Ms. DeCook is trying 

to get some language that we had looked at for cutovers 

from another contract. So we would rather defer some 

or - -  defer additional discussion on this until we can 
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come back with that. 

Also to try and facilitate the spectrum 
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management discussion. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, Mr. Hsiao, I think 

this is an opportunity that I would advise you to take. 

MR. HSIAO: Thank you. 

Let me j u s t  introduce our exhibits. We 

had the document which is Rhythms version of 9.2.6. 

And that's going to be marked as WS-6 RHY VLK-2. In 

some cases we handed out version that is said 3, so be 

sure to change that to 2. 

The other is spectrum compatibility 

issues of intermediate devices, that's WS6-VLK-3. 

We have a brief presentation by our 

witness; and if you don't mind, I would like to let him 

go through that. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, we would 

prefer, if possible - -  if we could, I mean do, it like 

the ordinary issues. We will talk about the very issue 

but have us present our views on spectrum, have 

Mr. Riley give his presentation, and then go into 

discussion of the issues. 

MR. HSIAO: Rhythms is agreeable to that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Before we do that, 

Mr. Hsiao, there is a VLK-1. Have we already 
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identified that for the record? 

MR. HSIAO: Yes. That was the testimony 
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of Valerie Kendrick. 

MR. AWTONUK: Okay. And was that - -  was 

that identified on Monday? 

MR. HSIAO: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: It was served to the super 

list. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, thank you. 

Then, Qwest, if you could start by 

relating this to which - -  

MR. STEESE: Issue 25. 

MR. ANTONUK: The matrix? 

MR. STEESE: Issue 25. And do - -  we have 

copies of that document. 

MS. LISTON: Qwest - -  Qwest has modified 

Section 9.2.6, the spectrum management section of the 

SGAT. The modifications are meant to describe the 

overall Qwest spectrum obligation. Just to - -  in - -  

for a little background referencing, the major purpose 

of spectrum management is to make sure everyone's 

services don't interfere with each other, when you are 

looking at copper plant within a binder group level - -  

a binder group. 
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These issues have been discussed in 

industry forums such as TlE1.4 and the NRIC - -  and the 

NRIC is for the Network Reliability and 
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Interoperability Council, specifically within Focus 

Group 3 .  

MR. ANTONUK: Can you tell me that - -  the 

name of that group again. 

MS. LISTON: It's Network Reliability and 

Interoperability Council. 

The FCC has charged the NRIC to develop 

processes for spectrum management. The result is the 

creation of a recommendation that would then go to the 

FCC for the spectrum management process. The actual 

final report that the NRIC will provide to the FCC is 

not due until January of 2002. 

In the meantime, however, the TlE1.4 has 

established its first recommendation for spectrum. 

This recommendation emphasizes the -- the use of nine 

spectrum classes. And the exhibits that are being 

passed around now provide some additional information 

regarding those spectrum classes. 

MR. STEESE: And, very briefly, if we can 

mark those as Exhibit 22; and I think also Ms. Ragge is 

circulating and Ms. Beck are circulating 9 . 2 . 6  as 

modified which was previously marked as Exhibit 4. 
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MS. KILGORE: I'm sorry, Chuck, did you 

say 22 - -  

MR. STEESE: Yes. 
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MS. KILGORE: - -  for the other one? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

(Qwest 22 marked for identification.) 

MR. ANTONUK: And I think this is the - -  

it was marked as - -  it being your proposal for 9.2.6; 

but it was not available in hard copy until just now, 

correct? 

MR. STEESE: Correct. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. LISTON: The recommendation 

associated with the nine classes is referred to as 

T1.417, and that recommendation has been approved. 

TlE1.4 is working on amending the 

recommendation to include remote DSL deployment and 

they will - -  their recommendation is relying on the 

existing nine spectrum classes that have already been 

identified. 

Further, the industry asked the Common 

Language Group for NCI codes to match the recommended 

nine classes of spectrum. And those - -  

MR. STEESE: What is an NCI code? 

MS. LISTON: Network channel code. It's 

230 

the way that we define the different kinds of services 

from a technical perspective. 

During the TlE1.4 forum discussions it 

was agreed upon by the parties that the loop provider 
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has responsibility for managing spectrum. And this is 

in compliance with the FCC rule in the advanced service 

docket at paragraph 204. In order to manage the 

spectrum, Qwest needs some information from the CLEC in 

terms of the services that it will be providing and it 

kind of sounds - -  we talk about it in terms of 

providing this information about spectrum really what 

we're saying is that there would be nine classes - -  

nine different spectrum classes; each one would have an 

NCNCI code associated with them. And basically what 

that would translate to is the same way as you today, 

when you order an unbundled loop, you put your NCNCI 

code on your order; and now it would have a special 

NCNCI for spectrum management. 

So that's the kind of information we're 

talking about in terms of needing from the CLEC that 

was NCNCI code Qwest has not yet established the 

spectrum NCNCI codes. We're targeting between third 

and fourth quarter of this year to be introducing those 

codes. 

However, in the meantime, the existing 
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unbundled loops have NCNCI associated with them. And 

in many ways relate to the different spectrum classes. 

So we do have some information regarding what kinds of 

services are going to be on those loops. 
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If an interference problem occurs today 

and in the future, Qwest will provide binder group 

information to the impacted CLEC. And in sections 

9.2.6.5, and 9.2.6.6 have - -  have been added into the 

SGAT to describe that process associated with problems 

on the circuits. 

Any future changes that we would have to 

make, whether it be to the tech pub or the PCAT or the 

SGAT - -  or the SGAT, for that matter, would be included 

in the overall CiCMP process. So when we reach the 

point where we were introducing the new - -  the new 

codes that would all go through the CiCMP process. 

MR. HSIAO: Are you finished, Ms. Liston? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, I am. 

MR. HSIAO: Right now, what I would like 

to have Mr. Riley go through is the problem on the CLEC 

side of the issue. I think what you have heard from 

Ms. Liston is basically how to resolve CLEC-to- CLEC 

disputes or disputes that occur down the road. I think 

there is a much greater issue that's - -  that's 

happening right now and it's affecting CLEC orders 
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right now. 

We get orders that are rejected for 

facilities or we are - -  our customers will suddenly 

lose service. And a lot of the time what's happening 

is Qwest is putting in new T1 on to the line or putting 
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a new vDSL remote terminal on the line, and it's just 

knocking out our customer service. And we don't - -  we 

won't always know when Qwest is doing this. 

What we are proposing in our 9.2.6 is 

basically a win/win situation for both CLECs and for 

Qwest. And that is, we can all coexist on the same 

line as long as we follow the basic rules of TlE1. And 

I will have Mr. Riley now go through that. 

MR. RILEY: Thank you. 

This is David Riley with Rhythms. 

The first area I would like to discuss is 

the spectrum compatibility issues deploying 

intermediate devices in the loop plant. I represent 

Rhythms at TlE1.4 working group that developed the 

spectrum management standard. I also represent Rhythms 

at the NRIC-5 Focus Group 3 Interoperability - -  or 

spectrum compatibility and network reliability group, 

as well as I am responsible for Rhythms' deployment 

guidelines. 

The issue with interference in DSL 
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services arises from pairs in a cable that have energy 

on a single pair. Some of that a - -  a fraction of that 

energy will appear on other pairs in that cable. And 

that is the source of the interference that we're 

talking about. 
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What the spectrum management standard 

does is defines a level of interference that is 

considered acceptable or considered okay for use. This 

is much as is in the case for a voice circuit where 

different voice services may have different levels of 

noise and Qwest has a spec that says although those 

levels may vary from pair to pair, none of them will 

exceed a threshold. So what the spectrum management 

standard does is develops a even threshold at which the 

noise will not exceed. 

So with that understanding, if you look 

at figure 1, showing where all services are deployed 

out of the wire center, the spectrum management 

standard applies the rules that ensures everyone can 

coexist in deploying advanced xDSL services. This 

coexistence is based entirely on symmetrical services, 

namely hDSL, ILS, aDSL having a self-limiting effect. 

That was the threshold at which interference was deemed 

acceptable. 

And there was a lot of history behind 
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that becoming the agreement to which eventually became 

the spectrum management standard. But the spectrum 

management standard did not address noise that came - -  

or interference that emanates from services that use 

intermediate devices in the loop plant. These services 

would be Tls, repeatered had hDSL, repeatered hDSL-2, 
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cause an exorbitant amount of noise in the loop plant 

to CO-based or wire-center based services. 

As a CLEC, Rhythms currently only deploys 

out of the wire center; thus we have great concern that 

there is no governing guideline for Qwest in deployment 

of repeatered services or remote deployments of aDSL or 

vDSL. The fact it is not covered in the standard does 

not mean it does not cause interference to our 

services. 

If you look at Figure 2 ,  it kind of gives 

an illustration of what Rhythms might experience in 

a - -  in a year from now or so if a remote aDSL is 

deployed. Rhythms’ service, as it transverses the F - 1  

cable, which is the feeder cable out of the CO, it is 

attenuated by the cable; and by the time it reaches the 

FDI box where it is now interconnected into the same 

distribution cable, the F-2 cable as the remote 

deployed aDSL, its signal level is approximately 
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100,000 times less than that aDSL signal coming out of 

that remote terminal. 

Because of this, even though there is a 

small energy - -  a small fraction of the energy from 

that remote-deployed aDSL signal coupled into the cable 

that the Rhythms service is on, it is enough to knock 
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the Rhythms service out of - -  to knock it down. The 

customer is out of service. 

There is no current guideline in Qwest's 

9.2.6 recommendation to account for this. 

There is good news, though, in that they 

are already - -  because this problem has been recognized 

by the industry specifically TlE1.4, there has been 

papers that have been written already that describe a 

way to use a different PSD on aDSL so that the two 

could coexist, as well as T1 services could still be 

universal if deployed with a new technology called 

hDSL-4, in which case Qwest could deploy remote 

services, still provide universal TI. service, and all 

carriers could coexist in the loop plant. 

What Rhythms is really looking for here 

is not a leg up over Qwest, but the same protection for 

its service that is Qwest wants for its aDSL service. 

We just want a level playing ground to ensure that the 

interference levels that are defined in spectrum 
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management standard apply to all of Qwest's deployments 

as well as all of Rhythms and other CLECs' deployments. 

MR. STEESE: Are you finished Mr. Riley? 

MR. RILEY: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Is okay if I ask a few 

questions of Mr. Riley? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 
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MR. STEESE: In the remote deploy issue, 

you said in a year or so if someone starts to remote 

deploy this could be a concern, fair? 

MR. RILEY: I don't know if Qwest is 

currently in the realm of deploying those, but other 

incumbents are today doing that. 

MR. STEESE: And the question I have is 

when you look at TlE1.4, is there an expectation that 

you have as to when they will make a recommendation to 

the FCC as to how to handle the intermediate devices? 

MR. RILEY: None. 

MR. STEESE: Is - -  

MR. RILEY: For expected date from 

TlE1.4? 

MR. STEESE: Is TlEl working on it? 

MR. RILEY: Yes. But they have been 

working on spectrum management for ten years. 

MR. STEESE: The document that you say 
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exists, you understand it's at this point not a 

recommendation to the FCC? 

MR. RILEY: I f  the industry agrees on the 

rules that should be applied to itself, why would you 

look to a regulator to endorse that? 

MR. STEESE: So you are saying that the 

document that appends to TlE1.4 is industry consensus 
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as of today as to what should happen. 

M R .  RILEY: It is an industry standard, 

yes. 

MR. STEESE: Jamal, do you want - -  why 

don't you address that. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Would you repeat that, 

please? 

MR. STEESE: Sure. In terms of the annex 

to TlEl that Mr. Riley is referring to would you agree 

that's an industry consensus document and a standard 

that the body has agreed to? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Not necessarily. There 

is two - -  two recommendations in T1.417, and NRIC 

currently is working on developing a process for FCC. 

And NRIC is a full council of multiple service 

providers as well as many manufacturers that develop 

recommendations for the FCC for the network reliability 

integrity, with emphasis on spectrum compatibility and 
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spectrum management. 

So in a sense the T1.417 is a good 

document and good basis for spectrum management 

processes to be developed and recommended by NRIC to 

the FCC. It is not by any mean adopted as a process 

for the industry to manage spectrum. 

MR. STEESE: And, Jamal, when you talk 

about there is not a process for managing spectrum, is 
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there an expectation that a process will be forthcoming 

so the industry as a whole knows how to roll this out? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Absolutely. That's the 

charter of NRIC, of which Mr. Riley and myself are 

members of. And we're working diligently on develop 

such a product - -  such a process to be recommended to 

the FCC for spectrum management within the copper 

plant. 

MR. RILEY: This is Dave Riley with 

Rhythms. 

Jamal, would you say, because there's - -  

there is no agreement then that Qwest has no obligation 

to be spectrum compatible with those services? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: I wouldn't say there is 

no agreement. We're currently working on an agreement, 

so we're not to the point where we've reached the end 

point. We have not reached the end process. 
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MR. RILEY: What would you say is Qwest's 

obligation for spectrum management of those services? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We would comply with all 

the FCC rules that came - -  that comes out of the 

recommendations from NRIC to the FCC. 

MR. RILEY: And if they don't exist, then 

there is no obligation? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: If - -  could you clear - -  



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2 5  

what is not existent? 

MR. RILEY: I did in my presentation. 

There is no requirement in the spectrum management 

standard nor a requirement by the FCC nor a requirement 

by NRIC or spectrum compatibility of repeatered 

services or remote-deployed services. 

MR. BOTJDHAOUIA: As you are aware of, in 

TlEl and in NRIC the industry in general is working 

toward that goal of developing a standard which 

hopefully will be adopted into a recommendation much 

like T1.417. NRIC will then take that recommendation, 

as we have done for TlEl - -  the first work - -  and adopt 

that as a recommended spectrum management baseline for 

the FCC. 

So I wouldn't presume that there will not 

be a recommendation because it is a work in progress 

for which all industry is encouraged to participate and 
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bring recommendations for discussions. 

MR. RILEY: And what Rhythms is looking 

for is something in the current SGAT in Section 9.2.6 

that Qwest goes beyond what - -  in other words, because 

there isn't any recommendation doesn't mean there is no 

obligation; Qwest should take it upon itself to maybe 

even go farther than what a recommendation may end up 

being. There currently is nothing in that section that 

would identify a Qwest obligation to spectrum manage 
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those services. 

MR. STEESE: The - -  let me ask one other 

issue and maybe we can refine this. It seems like I'm 

going to go to a slightly different place here; but one 

thing that you have - -  deleted and I don't know if this 

is intentional or not - -  you basically say Rhythms is 

not going to give any information to Qwest about the 

services you are providing. And we take that to 

mean - -  maybe incorrectly - -  that you don't even want 

to use the NCNCI codes identified along - -  that go 

along with each class of spectrum management to order 

your loops; is that wrong or right? 

MR. RILEY: That is correct. 

MR. STEESE: And - -  

MR. RILEY: We do not want to disclose 

competitive information to our competitor. 
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MR. STEESE: And in fact, didn't the FCC 

reject that concept? 

MR. RILEY: No. The Order 99-355 that 

you are referring to was written prior to a spectrum 

management standard by the industry. 

MR. STEESE: And - -  

MR. RILEY: And the spectrum management 

standard that the industry agreed to does not require 

that. 
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MR. STEESE: And didn't, in fact, you 

raise this with - -  I don't know if it would be TlEl or 

NRIC, I get them confused. And wasn't your proposal 

rejected by them and the NCNCI codes specifically 

adopted by them? 

MR. RILEY: That is not correct. That is 

currently under discussion in that group. 

MR. STEESE: Jamal, if you can just 

address that, please. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: It certainly is under 

discussion. And 1'11 leave it at that point. It's 

still under discussion in NRIC and TlEl for remote DSL 

deployment. 

The thing I would point out is that the 

industry in general, after the adoption of T1.417, 

looked in the common language group, of which all 

242 

industry is participant in to identify - -  to look for a 

mean to identify the spectrum management class with an 

identifier to put on a particular copper loop. That 

identifier is referred to in the industry as the NCI 

code or the network channel interface code. 

And Rhythms could have gone to that 

industry and objected to providing any common language 

or the creation of a common language. AT&T, Sprint, 

MCI, and a whole host of other carriers went to this 

common care - -  common language group in anticipation of 
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a process to manage the copper plant. They asked for 

the creation of the NCI codes. 

But let me address Mr. Riley's question 

regarding what Qwest is doing. 

MR. STEESE: Jamal, just wait one moment 

on that. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Sure. 

MR. STEESE: I would refer Mr. Antonuk to 

paragraph 204 of the line sharing order; and in fact, 

there is a parallel rule and also to Footnote 473, 

wherein Rhythms specifically advocated that it would be 

inappropriate to give any information that they deemed 

competitive, i.e., what service are they providing. 

And there is an NCNCI codes associated with each 

related service. 
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They made that specific argument and the 

FCC specifically rejects that and says - -  and I quote: 

We believe that the benefits of applying such 

information disclosure requirements to competitive LECs 

outweighs any burden. And they basically tell us, 

ILEC, when you get that information, you need to treat 

it as proprietary, which Qwest is prepared to do. 

And this is why I'm asking - -  I think 

these two are absolutely tied together. They are 

telling us we need to spectrum manage and not give us 
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any information to spectrum manage. And so when the 

problem arises we have nothing that we're going to be 

able to do - -  we're going to find ourself in an 

impossible scenario. 

And that has been specifically rejected 

and there is an FCC rule specifically on point, saying 

that CLECs must provide this information to Qwest. 

MR. RILEY:  But - -  well, and that same 

paragraph there is also a specific point that says 

Qwest will provide disturber information to CLECs.  

MR. STEESE: And what's your point? 

MR. RILEY:  We don't receive that either. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well - -  

MR. RILEY:  The context that was written 

under was prior to an industry standard. 
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MR. STEESE: And you are saying that 

standard specifically overruled the FCC rule? 

MR. RILEY:  Yes, without - -  if you read 

further into that - -  that 355 it goes on to say, it's 

looking for NRIC and industry standard bodies to come 

up with a better method than what they have proposed. 

MR. STEESE: That - -  that's simply 

incorrect. When you look at the FCC rule - -  I mean, 

the FCC decision, they specifically refer this to the 

NRIC and give them guidelines to follow. And one of 

them is, Information will be disclosed to the I L E C s .  
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And the rule requiring such disclosure - -  just give me 

one moment - -  is 51.231-B - -  as in boy -- 1, where the 

requesting carrier asserts that the technology it seeks 

to deploy fits within a generic power spectral 

density - -  or PSD - -  mask; it must provide spectrum 

class information for the technology. 

And so this - -  this really is the crux of 

the issue we're talking about. Now we have a process 

for how to manage spectrum. We get NCNCI codes that 

allow us to go forth and create a process so we can 

manage. 

And the problem is, when you look at 

remote deployment, we don't have any such process in 

place yet that will allow us as an industry a method by 
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which to manage the spectrum. And for us t o  go out 

there and proactively create some process on our own, 

only to have the industry decide that this is the right 

way to do it; and for us to recreate the process seems 

unnecessary, especially in light of the fact that 

remote deployed aDSL has yet to occur in Qwest. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. You -- I'M going to 

slow you greyhounds down a little bit because you are 

running so far ahead of me I can't even see your 

behinds yet. So let me see if I can get with you. 

Is, today - -  are there, today, in Qwest's 
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region, Rhythms customers where these little Xs 

actually exist, namely you are being knocked out of 

service by Qwest's remote deployment of aDSL, which is 

Figure 2 of Exhibit VLK-3? 

MR. RILEY: Not so much remote deployed 

aDSL, but T1 services, yes, which is the same effect. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: But that's a central office 

deployed service, right? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Let me ask answer that 

question. 

No, sir there is no such thing. 

MR. ANTONUK: What's the chance there 

will be any in the next six months? 
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MR. BOUDHAOUIA: None. Our current 

remote DSL deployment is within the limits of T1.417 

which takes the remote DSL employment at a 15.5 

kilofeet . 

MR. ANTONUK: What's the potential for 

there to be such a situation in the next twelve months? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: If Qwest chooses to 

change the current deployment, yes, there would be. 

There would be the chance. 

The industry in general and NRIC is 

looking at the probability of occurrence and how it 

will occur; and we asked service providers within NRIC 



13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

to come up with hypothetical situation on the 

probability of when and how often it will occur. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I need to sort of 

go back again to Rhythms. Are there intermediate 

devices that Qwest is locating now that are knocking 

your DSL customers out of service? 

MR. RILEY: Yes. Those intermediate 

devices are repeatered T1 and repeatered hDSL. That 

has happened ever since Rhythms started deploying 

services in Qwest's territory. 

MR. ANTONUK: Does Qwest disagree with 

that statement? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: I don't have the figures 
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in front of me to disagree or agree, sir. 

MR. ANTONUK: It could be happening? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: It could be happening. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Now, if you get - -  

what were the codes we were talking about, NC 

something? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: NCI codes. 

MS. LISTON: Number 22. 

MR. ANTONUK: If you get the NCI codes 

from Rhythms, what's that going to change in terms of 

the disruptions that they claim are happening now, 

prior to the adoption of any standards or anything else 
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by all those other groups with all those other names 

and numbers? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: The NCI code will allow 

us to look in the finder group information and see if 

that service could be offered on that binder group. 

MR. ANTONUK: So if you had that 

information from Rhythms, you could manage spectrum 

today, right now, to avoid the disruptions that Rhythms 

says are occurring? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We are currently 

implementing that process in our systems to manage the 

loop plant with the NCI codes, yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: And you don’t need any - -  
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any decision by any standards body or the FCC to allow 

you to make that change effective? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We use T1.417 as a 

baseline which is a standard document. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Now, apart from your 

argument, Rhythms, about not wanting to give them the 

codes; if you give them the codes, can they act today 

to stop these disruptions of service from occurring. 

MR. RILEY: Well, we would get no 

facilities. When we went to place an order, we would 

get no facilities; because if they had placed an 

interferer there that would not allow us to deploy aDSL 

or RADSL. 
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MR. ANTONUK: I have not - -  you were 

talking about Ratso - -  I can't believe you are old 

enough to remember that. 

M R .  RILEY: The answer we would get would 

be, no facilities. 

MR. ANTONLTK: Meaning no facilities were 

available. 

MR. RILEY: Even though there were pairs 

there, we would get that answer because they wouldn't 

be especially compatible with something they had 

previously deployed. 

MR. ANTONUK: So this isn't really so 
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much spectrum management in the sense of allowing you 

both on to coexist. 

MR. RILEY: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: This is spectrum mapping, 

more in the sense of first-come-first-serve. 

M R .  RILEY: More in the sense of Qwest - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Does Qwest agree with that? 

Is that how you manage spectrum in a case like that; 

you say, no. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We don't say no. We 

say, this particular spectrum management class is not 

compatible with the existing services on that binder 

group. 
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(Laughter. ) 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: In terms of Qwest, 

itself, we could not put that type of service on that 

everybody else 

particular 

binder group - -  and not just Rhythms but 

could not use that binder group for that 

class of service. 

MR. HUBBARD: Jeff Hubbard Qwest. 

If I could go along with that, our T1 

services our repeatered T1 services are basically in 

binder groups by themselves. We have segregated those 

to span lines, we call them, with a transmit and 

receive separated and separated from other services. 
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MR. RILEY: That is only for protection 

of T1, not for protection of other services. And even 

in the spectrum management standard, even with moving 

T1 to its own binder, segregating transmit and receive 

it is still not compatible if deployed over 6,000 feet. 

That is clearly in the standard today. 

That's in Section A - -  or Annex A, Table 5. And I have 

a copy of that if anybody wants to look at that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, I'm - -  don't - -  don't 

start running again. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Antonuk, one other 

question might be helpful here, because let's assume 

that there's no T1 problem; and despite that, you are 

in a situation where Rhythms deploys or maybe they have 
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been deployed for a while and all o€ a sudden they are 

having problems. 

Jamal, will the NCNCI codes information 

allow us to proactively help the CLECs cure and 

understand exactly what's on the binder group? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: It helps everyone. It 

helps Qwest and whoever wants to play in that DSL 

field, understand the loop, how it is, what's running 

on the loop, and what's on the binder group itself. So 

in terms of there is no Tls, no disturbers on that 

binder group, the NCI - -  the NCNCI code will help us 
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determine six months from now or a year from now, if 

there is a problem, who is the disturber, how to 

identify it, and send the information to the CLECs as 

far as this is what we have in the binder group and 

here's the disturber. 

MR. RILEY: Jamal, if everyone was to 

deploy services that did not introduce more 

interference than what is allowed by the spectrum 

management document, what would be the purpose of 

capturing all of the codes? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: You said if. 

MR. RILEY: If. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: That's the key word, if. 

MR. RILEY: I know Rhythms does. We're 
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compliant. 

Is Qwest willing to say it will not 

deploy a service that will potentially cause more 

interference than what is allowed by the standard. 

Rhythms is willing to say that. Rhythms does that. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We do that as well. We 

don't deploy interferers within the DSL field. 

MR. STEESE: I think the problem that 

Qwest has is we're living in a theoretical world that 

just doesn't exist. 

MR. RILEY: No, we're living in today's 
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world where - -  

MR. STEESE: I mean, the problem is when 

you have problems, you have to have a way to cure the 

problems. And what Mr. Riley is preventing by 

withholding that information is the ability, if it's a 

bad actor or something that the standards body haven't 

caught, because this is new. And as things roll out, 

things change; it allows the carriers to react. And 

without that information, we don't have that. 

MR. HSIAO: Let me just respond. I think 

Mr. Steese is really clouding this issue. The issue is 

not whether we're willing or not willing to give this 

information. We - -  it is our belief that if everybody 

went through - -  abided by the standard that's out 

there, it would obviate the need for having an NCNCI 
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codes being submitted. 

Be that as it may, it's not such an 

important issue to us that we would actually refuse to 

do it if Qwest would agree that they are not going 

to - -  they will abide by the standard. That's all 

we're asking. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, I guess what I'm 

struggling with is, even if you give them the 

information, if there is nothing they can do about it, 

you are still out of service. 
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MR. RILEY: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm still trying to get my 

arms around what the problem is here. 

MR. RILEY: We can jump to - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Or the difference of 

perceptions between the two of you are really - -  

MR. RILEY: Can we jump to the Rhythms 

version of 9.2.6 because that may move this further 

along, because what that does is provide some 

guidelines for Qwest on what to do when a - -  when one 

of these services is interfering. 

MR. ANTONUK: Give it a shot. 

MR. RILEY: For instance, in 9.2.6.2, 

just making the statement that No carrier will deploy a 

service that causes more interference than what is 
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allowed by the standards; and understanding there are 

existing services already deployed, 2.1 provides some 

guidance as if - -  in the case where a disturber is an 

analog T 1  and if it is beyond the 6,000-foot guideline 

in the spectrum management standard, that T1 service 

won't be shut down, it will be migrated to a technology 

which is compliant. 

And the same in the case for hDSL, the 

hDSL is a disturber and it is deployed beyond the 

guideline, it will be changed to a technology that does 

2 5 4  

not cause the interference. So it's not taking down a 

service that Qwest has nor is it taking away the 

ability for Qwest to utilize technologies it already 

has in its loop plant; it is merely a methodology to 

assure that there is resolution to the spectrum 

compatibility issues that currently exist. 

MR. STEESE: Are you saying, Mr. Riley, 

that there is always an alternative and there will 

always be something that we can go to from an existing 

T1 service repeatered hDSL service to - -  

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. RILEY: That exist today's, yes. 

MR. HSIAO: This is Doug with Rhythms. 

I would like to point out that the FCC 

order, the line sharing order, specifically empowers 

state commissions to determine the spectrum 
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compatibility issues. I mean, they ask state 

commissions to do this. They decided not to force 

ILECs to sunset Tls over time; but they said that state 

commissions should consider how - -  how to take Tls out 

of the network because they are known disturbers. 

Rhythms' offer or proposal here does not 

even require Qwest to sunset the provisioning of Tls. 

It's just saying, provision your Tls within the 6,000 

kilofeet standard. 
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MR. ANTONUK: I guess I'm sort of - -  you 

know, part of me thinks about, you know, my 

recollection of nuisance law and sometimes to me it's a 

matter of who is there first. 

You know, if you build your house next to 

a pig farm and you complain about the stink, there is 

not a lot of sympathy for you. I guess I'm struggling 

to figure out if this has anything to do with whose 

facilities are there first and who is coming later. 

If there are disturbers and there is a 

dispute about what to do about them, is the issue of 

who is making the use that causes the problem at all 

relevant or are you sort of saying something different 

which is that any use, whether it's the first or the 

last use, has to be within some limits? And if it's 

outside those limits, it has to change; it's got to 
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change at the expense of the person who is the 

disturber - -  that's a strange word but - -  

MR. HSIAO: I'm not sure if this exactly 

answers your question, but the FCC basically did say 

they were modeling their guidelines on a first-in-time 

type model. But they did say that when it comes to 

Tls, they will not - -  they give the advantages to newly 

deployed services over known disturbers like T1. 

And that's in the third order on 
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reconsideration in the line sharing case, paragraph 54. 

They talk about, We find a limited exception to our 

first-in-time interference precedent that the - -  

MR. STEESE: Which paragraph is this? 

MR. HSIAO: 54 of the third order on 

reconsideration. 

We also reject Bell Atlantic's argument 

that the Commission's decision to permit newly deployed 

technologies prevail against known disturbers' 

interference disputes is inconsistent with its 

first-in-time precedent. 

MS. YOUNG: Barb Young with Sprint. 

This is going to get real dangerous 

because I'm going to ask a question about technology I 

don't understand. 

Is there then - -  because we now have this 

disturber issue, is there a new standard for deploying 
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Tls that is different than how Tls would have been 

deployed in the past? In other words, is 6,000 

kilofoot - -  is this new, coming out of the standards 

body that you are referring to now, that would have not 

been there in the past? 

MR. RILEY: Yes - -  what was in the past 

was to protect T1 from itself. 

MS. YOUNG: Okay. 
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MR. RILEY: What is in the standard is to 

protect other services from T1. 

MS. YOUNG: So is this kind of a grooming 

issue - -  I'm using the word loosely - -  to get old Tls 

up to the new specifications so that they don't 

interfere with other services? Is that what we're 

talking about here - -  or no? 

MR. RILEY: (Shakes head.) 

MS. YOUNG: Okay. 

MR. ANTONUK: It's more like getting rid 

of the Tls when they don't meet the standards. 

MR. RILEY: There are a lot of Tls out 

there that will never - -  may never come in to interfere 

with any other service. We're not talking about 

changing those out. It's when a dispute occurs, should 

that known disturber be left there blocking potentially 

a large number of consumers from getting other DSL 
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services because someone in the neighborhood has a Tl? 

MR. ANTONUK: A minute ago - -  or a few 

minutes ago - -  gosh, it could have been hours ago. 

This seems like itls been going on a long time 

already - -  Qwest asked you whether in your opinion 

there was always an available solution that would allow 

whatever service the disturber is providing to 

continue. I believe your answer to that was, Yes; 
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wasnl t it? 

MR. RILEY: Yes. And that is documented 

in our language in 9.2.6. 

MR. ANTONUK: Would Qwest take a 

different view about whether there is always a feasible 

alternative for continuing to provide the service that 

the disturber is causing if the disturber has to 

change? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: If the disturber is 

changed to a compatible spectrum management class, yes, 

then you would be - -  you would be able to put services 

that were not compatible with the old T1 that would be 

compatible with the new technology. 

MS. LISTON: But, Jamal, are we in a 

situation where that would - -  we would always be able 

to do that with a T1; aren't there situations where 

there would be existing T1 services in place and that 

we would not have the ability to migrate them someplace 
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else and just - -  we can't just move that service? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: That's why I said, if 

it's - -  if it's possible then, yes; but it's not 

possible all the time. In some instances that's not 

possible. 

MR. ANTONUK: So if you had Rhythms' rule 

and it was one of those cases that was impossible to 
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solve, what would happen if you had to live under 

Rhythms' proposed rule here. 
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MR. RILEY: Just one clarification: 

Rhythms' rule is not to move that T1; it's to change 

the technology that services that T1. So I'm not 

looking to move it to a different binder, which I think 

is what you guys were talking about. 

To say it's impossible to apply a new 

technology is not the case. 

MR. STEESE: I'm going to ask a 

question - -  and I don't know the answer to this, so I'm 

on Miss Young's ground here. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't think you are 

anywhere near alone. 

MR. STEESE: Let's assume that the T1 is 

15,000 feet long. I heard you say that you want us to 

make sure that we deploy T l s  that are 6,000 feet or 

less. So how would you migrate that T1 to an existing 
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service? 

MR. RILEY: You change the technology 

that services that T1 to hDSL-4 compatible at 

15,000 feet. So you still serve - -  you still have a T1 

service using a different technology. 

MR. STEESE: Would the different 

technology require additional technology in this 
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situation, would it cost - -  would we be in a position 

to really do that if there was a T1 in a central 

office - -  I don't know this either - -  efficiently go 

and purchase this equipment. 

MR. RILEY: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: For - -  I mean, what would 

the cost be to migrate - -  

MR. RILEY: Don't know. You use hDSL. 

It would be a similar cost to hDSL. 

MR. ANTONUK: See, now I think we're kind 

of getting to it because that's kind of where I think I 

have been drifting quite a while here. It sounds to me 

like there are solutions but what we've got to get to 

is who the heck is going it pay for them; because the 

first person there has a service that's working fine - -  

it might be a disturber, it might be a lot of things, 

but it's working. 

Then someone comes along and says, You 

are outside of, you know, whatever the limits are and 
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whatever the standard is and you've got to change it 

and you've got to pay to change it. 

MR. RILEY: Well, when you are 

considering cost, also consider that for Rhythms to be 

compliant with the standard we turn customers down to a 

lower speed or put them on a different platform. So we 

2 6 1  

also have costs associated with being especially 

compatible in the loop plant and being good neighbors 

to the other providers in the loop plant. 

MR. WILSON: I have a question for - -  I 

have a question for Qwest. In an area that has some of 

these Tls that disturb, what would Qwestls plan be to 

serve that area with DSL? How would you serve that 

area with DSL? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: We wouldn't serve them. 

MR. WILSON: Well, I guess areas that 

have this problem won't get digital service - -  won't 

get DSL services. I mean, I think that's - -  thatls, I 

think, the problem. 

I was thinking of this as a pollution 

analogy. You have known pollutants - -  and as 

Mr. Antonuk said, you could think of this as well; you 

know, if you know there's a pig farm there, don't move 

there. But the problem is, the people are already 

there with loops and they can't move. What you want to 
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do is serve them with DSL technology and as long as 

these disturbers are left there, they can't get this 

service. I think that's the problem. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, but that one seems to 

be a lot more solvable, a lot more transparently 

solvable than the one that says, you know, how much of 
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an economic burden can the newcomer impose upon the one 

who is already there, because the one who is already 

there happens to be using a technology that's at least 

from this perspective out of - -  you know, out of 

kilter? 

And I think that's a lot - -  I sort of 

have a confidence - -  I don't know how to do it. I have 

a confidence that the other issues are solvable; but 

when it really comes down to saying someone is going to 

have to invest money to do it, then I think you start 

making it a much tougher issue. 

MR. WILSON: I guess I was getting to a 

public interest issue, as well, that - -  you know, that 

the public can't get high-speed internet access when 

this disturber is left on the binder groups. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well - -  

MR. WILSON: And so I think that's an 

issue. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Let me address that. 

There - -  there are other technology - -  there is other 
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technology available in the marketplace, cable modem, 

satellite technology, that will also offer you DSL 

services if you can not get it through the wire-line 

network. And cable modems are actually more prevalent 

than DSL at this point in time. 
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MR. STEESE: Mr. Riley, a question for 

you: You say this happens - -  has happened with Qwest. 

Is this something that's a frequent occurrence, is it 

one percent of the loops, is it half percent, is it 

1/10 of 1 percent? What are you talking about here? 

MR. RILEY: I don't know the exact 

percentage, but it's more than 1 percent. And even 

from our loop quals getting rejections for services 

because of disturbers in the binder is a higher 

percentage than that. 

MR. STEESE: Due to Tls? 

MR. RILEY: We're not given that 

information in the loop qual. It fails for spectrum 

issues. 

MS. LISTON: What - -  help me understand 

that. When you are saying it's failing for spectrum 

issues, what - - 

MR. RILEY: These are line-sharing- 

specific orders. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. So the issue now you 
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23 MR. STEESE: And -- and - -  just so I 

24 understand, are you assuming that when it fails due to 

25 spectrum issues that's a Tl? 
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MR. RILEY: That's the only thing out 

there I can think of that would fail that. 

MR. STEESE: And you are very confident 

that even though this technology is relatively new that 

there is never going to be a circumstance when one form 

of DSL - -  it doesn't interfere with another if everyone 

stays spectrumly compatible, you are positive that will 

never happen? 

MR. RILEY: The spectrum management 

document does not say there will never be interference. 

It is a level of interference - -  

MR. STEESE: And - -  

MR. RILEY: - -  that is deemed acceptable. 

MR. STEESE: Isn't it possible if you 

have a situation - -  let's assume - -  I don't know these 

numbers, so let's assume hypothetically you can run 

aDSL over a 15,000-foot loop. 

MR. RILEY: Uh-huh. 

MR. STEESE: And you look and it looks 

like you should be able to provide the service; but 

really the dB loss on that loop is greater than was 
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anticipated, so you can't run the service. Isn't that 

possible, it has nothing to do with any known 

disturbers? 

MR. RILEY: Yes, that's true. 
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MR. STEESE: So when you look at this 

1 percent or greater situation, you don't know what 

percentage of the time this is a known disturber versus 

it's something else. 

MR. RILEY: Well, when we have a service 

that goes down and we deem it - -  or we find out it was 

a disturber, a T1 or hDSL, that information; the only 

way we know that, it was provided to us by Qwest. 

MR. STEESE: And - -  

MR. RILEY: Qwest says they just 

installed the service here, the T1; that's why you went 

down. 

MR. STEESE: And you are saying that 

happens greater than 1 percent of the time? 

MR. RILEY: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: So Qwest has informed you 

that greater than 1 percent of your orders have gone 

down because of a T1 - -  not you but Rhythms, meaning - -  

MR. RILEY: Yeah, in general that is the 

case, yes. 

MS. YOUNG: So this is after the fact - -  
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MR. RILEY: Right. 

MS. YOUNG: - -  and knocks you out? 

MR. RILEY: Most of that occurs because 

Qwest delivers RADSL service to business customers; we 

end up delivering that service in areas - -  business 

areas where Qwest delivers frame rely T1 services. 

That is why that number is so high. 

MR. STEESE: Thank you for that 

clarification. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, if you - -  if you 

think you shouldn't have to change the technology on a 

T1 - -  

MR. RILEY: I think - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Let me - -  

MR. RILEY: Could I add one thing here - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, go ahead. 

MR. RILEY: - -  about cost? 

When that happens to Rhythms, we incur 

the cost then of changing that customer over to an xDSL 

or ILS service. Today, Rhythms is incurring all of the 

burden of their customer - -  business customer being out 

of service for several days and then having to incur 
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the cost of changing them over to a different 

technology. That is the reality of today. 

MR. ANTONUK: If - -  if - -  if you don't 
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want to have to change how - -  change from T1 is the way 

to serve your needs when Rhythms comes second; how is 

that any different from when Rhythms comes first? You 

know, they are saying, We don't want you to come and 

knock us off  by the introduction of a T1. Are you 

getting sort of - -  are you having it both ways here; 

that if you are there first, you say the heck with you, 

my T1 is there and you've got to live with it. But if 

they are there first, you don't have to live with them 

you can put in the T1 and disrupt their service? 

MR. STEESE: When you look at the 

proposed SGAT language Qwest has put forward, in that 

situation - -  let's assume that exact scenario, then 

Rhythms - -  right now, we don't have this information. 

So, I mean, you don't know what service they are 

providing over binder group X. So, I mean, what's 

happening today, sometimes it happens and you don't 

even know. 

And so they would need to come to us and 

tell us this information. And then we would look at 

the information in the binder group and sometimes we'll 

be the known disturber and sometimes it might be 
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someone else. But it would apply to us equally. We 

are not trying to say, you know, Heads we win, tails 

you lose. We're not saying that. 
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We're simply saying that where spectrum 

management is - -  we're moving into this. We are 

willing to abide by the FCC rules; and we make that 

very plain in 9.2.6.4. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, I don't get the 

impression that anyone is arguing here that they are - -  

that you are - -  you are outside what the FCC requires. 

And I think what I understand Rhythms to be saying is 

that there is an industry standard out there which the 

FCC has not said you have to follow; but if you did 

spectrum management would be a much more vibrant kind 

of thing. 

Because what I'm hearing now is, spectrum 

management, one of you can and one of you can't. And 

what Rhythms is trying to move towards is spectrum 

management being, let's make a way that both of you 

can - -  

MR. RILEY: Everybody can - -  

MS. LISTON: Well - -  

MR. STEESE: I - -  

MS. LISTON: Yes and no. I think one of 

the - -  one of the issues that we are struggling with is 

a timing issue. In terms of the deployment of the 
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hasn't deployed that right now. And so if you look - -  

269 

if you look at the way Rhythms would be ordering 

service today, they would come in and - -  I'm going to 

take a guess here, but they would order a two-wire 

nonloaded loop. And it's a generic two-wire nonloaded 

loop. 

Qwest would have no way of knowing what's 

currently riding on that is the RADSL service. So what 

happens is, today, we don't have that information to 

know what it is that Rhythms is actually deploying 

there. And then, hence, you cannot spectrum - -  you 

can't manage the overall spectrum. 

Within the nine classes of service that 

Qwest showed the FCC has now approved, then you would 

basically, instead of using the NCNCI codes for 

two-wire nonloaded loop, you would look at the overall 

spectrum mask that you are serving; RADSL would fall 

into one of those nine classes; and instead of using a 

two-wire nonloaded loop, you would use the NCNCI 

associated with RADSL service. 

And then what would happen is, if you had 

all that information loaded, and we've got an embedded 

base and it's going to be a big job to get that 

information all loaded, what happens then, going 
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forward, is you know what the information is. And if 

we wanted to provide a - -  a service that was 
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incompatible with whatever is in the binder group, 

Qwest wouldn't be able to do that but no other provider 

would also be able to come in and provide a service 

that interfered then it. So it would get us to that 

overall balance that we're looking for down the road. 

Right now, we're in the in-between stage 

where we're at - -  where we're kind of at odds because 

we don't specifically know what it is that the CLECs 

are providing on their services today. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, this - -  this 

eventually can be more than a game that two play, can't 

it? It's is not just a matter of what two carriers are 

doing, it could be three or four. 

MS. LISTON: Oh, of course. It's the 

whole industry. 

MR. ANTONUK: So then it can't simply be 

a matter of saying, If you tell me what's there, I can 

go suck up all the rest of the spectrum that's 

available - -  however wasteful that is down the road. 

It sounds to me like where Rhythms wants to go has a 

lot of appeal; because what it is saying is you need to 

sort of - -  everybody needs to - -  to husband spectrum, 

they can't go around just burning it up. 

M R .  STEESE: And we're not disagreeing 
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with that, Mr. Antonuk, in that general principle that 
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there is two things - -  maybe three where I would say we 

disagree. One is we clearly want the use of NCNCI 

codes so we understand what's there. Two is, when you 

talk about services that are not deployed from the 

central office but are deployed from some midspan 

point - - 

MR. ANTONUK: Uh-huh. 

MR. STEESE: - -  that we do have FCC 

rules - -  I think you said something incorrect before - -  

FCC rules that adopt what the industry has done in part 

and also gives additional information. 

MR. ANTONUK: Uh-huh. 

MR. STEESE: And they are from the 

central office and they are working on this remote 

deployed situation. 

And we don't want to create a process now 

that might end up running afoul of what that group does 

so we have to redo this huge task over again. 

MS. LISTON: Only on the remote. 

MR. STEESE: On the remote piece, 

correct. We are in a position of rolling it out from 

the central office. 

That's two issues. 

And, three, when you are looking at - -  at 
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Tls, the T1 scenario, we would say if you are in a 

272 

scenario where we can find a way to coexist, we would 

do that. If we can't, if we're there first then we 

would say that we should be able to keep our facilities 

in place. 

in a T1 after the fact, we would need - -  and we would 

cause disturbance, we would need to rectify that 

situation. 

And to the extent that we would be bringing 

But we're not saying if a T1 is there 

they always lose. We're saying, so long as there is a 

way for us to manage that T1, we will do it. 

MR. ANTONUK: Or are you saying, though, 

that if someone has to lose, it will always be the 

second person to show up whether that's you or whether 

that's a CLEC? 

MR. STEESE: Or whether that's a second 

CLEC into - -  after the first. 

MR. HSIAO: Mr. Antonuk, let me just say 

that that is entirely in conflict with the FCC rules. 

The FCC rules carves out one exception, that's T1. 

They say, when your T1 is there, the newer more 

innovative technology prevails over T1. I mean, it's 

- -  I can't emphasize enough that it's just plain as day 

in the FCC rules. 

so - -  

MR. ANTONUK: DO you know what's behind 
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that; why they did that? 

MR. HSIAO: Because they know that T 1  is 

the existing plant out there and it - -  it has the 

ability of shutting out the deployment of new xDSL 

technologies. 

MR. ANTONUK: It must presume more than 

that. It must presume also that changing out T l s  

are - -  is not a technological or economic burden of 

great consequence, I assume, or did they not care how 

much it costs or how hard it is - -  

MR. HSIAO: I mean, it does say - -  it did 

acknowledge that there were some transition issues, but 

that's why they asked state commissions to decide how 

to do it. And they encouraged state commissions to 

encourage sunsetting T l s ,  just setting a date certain 

where ILECs could no longer deploy T l s  and would have 

to migrate. 

And I think that's probably the worst- 

case scenario for Qwest. What we're offering to 

them - -  what we're saying to them is they can continue 

to deploy Tls so they can use their existing inventory, 

but it's just that they are going to migrate over time 

to non-interfering technologies. 

And what I'm hearing from them is, they 

are not willing to do that. And let me just make one 
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point on the remote deployment: Qwest is saying on 

remote deployment that in the absence of a standard, 

they are just going to go out and deploy. And so they 

are just going to knock out service because there is no 

standard . 
I think the better transition issue is 

for them to deploy in a manner now that's compatible 

with other carriers. 

MR. STEESE: And, Doug, let me address 

both of the last two points: We're not saying that 

we're not willing to adapt our Tls to some other 

service where we can or to some other binder group, 

that that would take care of the issue. 

What we are saying is, where those 

alternatives don't exist, if we just can't do it - -  I 

mean, then in those scenarios, we would not migrate if 

we were there first. 

We're limiting that substantially. It's 

not that if our T1 is there, tough luck for you; we're 

not saying that. We're saying there are going to be 

circumstances where we believe we don't have 

alternatives to get this done some other way. 

MR. ANTONUK: Can you take me to where 

that concept you were just talking about is expressed 

in your language, Mr. Steese? 
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MR. STEESE: The - -  the language that is 

9.2.6.4, we say, We recognize T1 is a known 

disturber - -  and I'm summarizing - -  and we will manage 

technology in a way defined by the FCC. And that's the 

way we interpret the FCC rules; and if more language 

needs to be there - -  and I know that Mr. Hsiao 

disagrees with that - -  and then point two is remote 

deployment. 

You are acting as though we're going to 

knock you out and do nothing. The simple fact is, 

is - -  the - -  you are asking us to put a process in 

place now; and what we're saying is, we think that the 

process, so we don't spend undue cost getting a process 

ready to go and then after the fact we get an idea of 

how the industry as a whole is going to do it; we don't 

want to do that until we have a standard. 

And let's assume that you get knocked out 

from a situation where in a year we remote deploy aDSL, 

and whatever service you have is - -  is knocked out; 

then we would do the provisions of 9.2.6.5. I mean, 

you would have a service that is significantly degraded 

by another and then we would go through the process of 

resolving it just like any other service. We're just 

saying now don't force a standard on us when the 

standard hasn't been set by the industry yet. 
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MR. ANTONUK: When do you think - -  when 

do the two of you think it's going to be set? Is this 

going to be like July '99 recip comp order that the FCC 

issued yesterday or two days ago or a week ago? Is it 

one of those kind of, you know, it's coming or is it 

really coming? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: My assumption if the 

first TlEl document was developed and agreed to in two 

years, which is a milestone, the next amendment or the 

next version of it to include the remote DSL employment 

would be in a year, year and a half time frame. 

MR. ANTONUK: From today? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: From six months ago. 

MR. ANTONUK: So a year anyway - -  a year. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: About a year. 

MR. RILEY: Rhythms disagrees with that. 

During the first spectrum management 

document that was approved, Rhythms had made at least a 

dozen contributions to the working group and how to 

resolve this problem. And they were both 

resolutions - -  much like the proposed resolution that 

you have Rhythms did in 9.2.6 were flat out rejected by 

Qwest, Bell South, SBC - -  the incumbents rejected any 

type of spectrum management that affected any way they 

deploy their services. 
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So I don't think TlEl in any time soon 
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will come out with something that is going to restrict 

what Qwest or other incumbents do for remote 

deployments or repeatered services. 

MR. STEESE: Can you point to any 

language in our SGAT that says this only applies to - -  

if there is a degrading of service to services provided 

out of the central office? 

MR. ANTONUK: And - -  because you all 

still do like to run a little bit, as soon as you are 

done in a little bite you all have to let Ms. Killgore 

make a contribution. So - -  

MR. RILEY: I would just ask the 

question, Why did Qwest strike out the added text that 

was put in from the Colorado? 

MR. STEESE: I don't know if you saw our 

E-mail that language was provided by you and - -  

MR. RILEY: Correct. But that would have 

covered the CO-based deployment. 

MR. STEESE: You mean remote-deployed 

deployments? 

MR. RILEY: No. It would have protected 

CO based deployments from remote-deployed service. 

MR. STEESE: I misunderstood. That's 

what I meant. 
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The reason it was stricken - -  and we did 
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add words in that we are going to be in compliance with 

FCC requirements and NRIC requirements. We're trying 

to be proactive, saying when they come out with a 

standard, we're going to comply; we're trying to make 

that very plain. 

MR. RILEY: And - -  

MR. STEESE: But the flip is, if you have 

a situation where if your concern arises today, we're 

not saying we're not going to address the issue. In 

fact, our language specifically says we will. It's 

just we're not going to come up with a standard process 

today. We're going to weight for the industry to speak 

so that way when the industry does speak we can come 

into conformance. 

MR. RILEY: But by not imposing a 

standard on yourself today and having the resolution of 

if, we get interfered with, our customer could be down 

for seven days, that - -  that is death to Rhythms. Our 

customers will not accept seven days of outage every 

time Qwest wants to deploy repeatered T l s  or repeatered 

hDSL. And it's greater than one percent of our 

services. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Let me address that 

quickly, if I may. 
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MR. ANTONUK: Wait a minute. AT&T has 

been waiting very patiently for a while. So hold that 
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thought. Don't forget it, just hold it. 

MS. KILGORE: Yeah, hopefully this will 

be quick. I have two points. One is that in 9.2.6.4 

there is a reference to Qwest's spectrum policy. I 

would like to know what that is and whether we could 

see a copy of it. 

MR. RILEY: Could I hand something out 

while they are waiting? 

MR. ANTONUK: Pardon? 

MR. RILEY: Could I hand something out 

while they are waiting? 

MR. ANTONUK: You can always do that. 

It's speaking that takes special permission. 

MS. KILGORE: Maybe this won't be quick. 

MR. ANTONUK: It's a dartboard. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MS. LISTON: I think in that case we're 

looking at that and saying, okay, who put in spectrum 

policy there? 

I think it really should have said, as 

defined in the TlEl and then make the reference back to 

the standards. So we'll manage the technology as 

defined by the overall standards. So it's the industry 
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standards that we're using to do the overall management 

policy - -  management of the spectrum. And I think we 
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should have used - -  went back and referenced the 

overall industry standards here instead of just using a 

generic term like spectrum policy, which implies its 

something internal to Qwest. 

MS. KILGORE: So today there is no 

internal spectrum policy within Qwest that you use when 

you are deploying a new T1, for example. You don't 

have a management process today, you are still working 

on that? 

MS. LISTON: And that's what we've said 

earlier, is that we're in - -  we're now taking the FCC 

rules, we're developing it, and that's what we were 

talking about today is how do we deploy that overall 

spectrum management. 

MR. STEESE: Just one question for Jamal 

in that regard. Jamal, when did this TlEl come into 

existence and when did we start reacting? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Correct me if I'm wrong, 

Dave - -  

MR. RILEY: February. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: - -  February of this 

year. 

MS. KILGORE: Thank you. 
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1 My second question - -  or observation, if 

2 I can turn it into a question, in 9.2.6.5, I think 

3 Mr. Steese referenced this section as a protection for 
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parties if there is some degradation of quality or 

disturbance of service that a CLEC is providing. My - -  

my observation is that this appears to only protect a 

CLEC if they have already deployed service within that 

binder group. 

And what I heard earlier was that the 

facilities that Qwest had already deployed there could 

actually prevent or would likely prevent the deployment 

of a new service in the first place. So to say that 

9 . 2 . 6 . 5  solves the issue I think is simplistic. 

MR. STEESE: Jeff - -  and this was 

something that I can see, Ms. Killgore, where you would 

get that assumption. 

To the extent that - -  let's assume 

Rhythms wants to deploy RADSL and orders an unbundled 

loop and there is clean copper; would we deploy that 

and would it then, after the fact - -  or could it become 

a known after the fact that there is some disturbance? 

MR. HUBBARD: Yeah. We're not trying to 

deny any services that you can get up and running, if 

you will. Spectrum management is basically - -  what we 

have in this section is after the fact, after it is 
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running. So we would not deny a service to go in; but 

there is a possibility that after you are up and 

running that there is a disturber to come into play. 
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And it may not even be another CLEC or an 

ILEC, it could be a radio station. We get interference 

from a lot of different things. 

MR. WILSON: Isn't Qwest - -  isn't Qwest 

violating that provision when it knocks Rhythms' 

services off by putting on a T1 on these binder groups? 

I mean, Rhythms has testified that it has service up 

and running, and a fair percentage of the time that 

service gets knocked down when Qwest puts a known 

disturber, i.e., T1, on that binder group. 

It would seem to me that you are in 

direct violation of 9.2.6.5. They call you up and tell 

you it's - -  it's knocked them out; and you say, Yeah, 

we put a T1 on it; but you don't seem to be - -  I mean, 

you are still knocking them out. 

MR. HUBBARD: Let me address that if I 

can. 

I have a little trouble with Rhythms 

saying we're putting a T1 on a line and knocking them 

down. We have engineering guidelines which are - -  

first choice right now is hDSL, which is not as much a 

disturber as T1. 
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If we do place a T1 that does knock them 

down, then it - -  as we've said in our document here or 

our language that it's up to us to change that to an 

hDSL. So I do have a problem with Rhythms saying that. 
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I'm not sure that I completely believe 

that, unless they have looked at it with a spectrum 

analyzer to know what service has been knocked down. 

MR. ANTONUK: But it's 9.2.6.5 that 

requires you to make the change, Qwest, when - -  if in 

fact you do knock them out with a T1; is that the 

provision? 

MR. STEESE: The answer is yes. 

MS. LISTON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: And what I would say is 

it - -  it isn't crafted to only apply to Qwest. We 

would give them information within 48 hours about 

what's within the binder group; and once that 

information goes to them, they should be able to 

identify the known disturber and contact them. If it's 

Qwest, they would contact us; if it's Covad, they would 

contact them. And then we would have to react 

accordingly. 

MR. WILSON: But I guess that then raises 

the question - -  with the Qwest spectrum management 

language, I guess it doesn't prevent Qwest from 
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knocking out peoples' service. It seems that you are 

allowed to knock it out and then we have to come back 

and talk to you about it and get the information while 

our customers are out of service. 
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MR. STEESE: But the flip is true too, 

Ken: Let's assume you have a carrier - -  and we have 

experienced this - -  that turns up the power and goes 

beyond, you know, the requirements and takes one of our 

customers out. Then we would have the same thing that 

we would have to do. And we would do the same thing, 

get the information, contact the known disturber, and 

try to get the situation rectified. It is a two-way 

street. 

MR. WILSON: Well, but you are avoided my 

issue. You today are knocking people out with what you 

are doing and you have the information today to know 

not to do that. Why are you doing it? 

MR. ANTONUK: No, wait - -  you have got to 

tell me where you get that. I thought that was the 

problem here is that they don't - -  everybody can knock 

everybody else out, because nobody knows what anybody 

else is doing in the binder group. I thought was the 

basis we were proceeding on here. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: That's exactly - -  

MR. ANTONUK: I thought that's what 
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Rhythms wants to solve by saying nobody can put 

anything in there that's going to create a more than an 

acceptable risk of knocking someone else out. 

MR. RILEY: And that's exactly the point 

of the spectrum management document, you don't look to 
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see if there is aDSL or RADSL in the binder, you assume 

it is - -  it could be tomorrow. And you are talking 

about the problem with degradation from T1. 

And why the FCC specifically put that 

into the known disturber - -  and this diagram that just 

got handed out shows a 900-pair cable with only four of 

the binders having Tls in them, which essentially 

interferes with 90 percent of the pairs in that cable. 

MR. WILSON: And - -  

MR. RILEY: Because the adjacent binders 

for aDSL and RADSL are the binder that are interfered 

with by T1. 

MR. ANTONUK: Before we go onto that, 

what we're going to mark that as WS6 RKY-VLK-4. 

MR. STEESE: How did you get 90 percent? 

It looks like 22 of the blocks are problems and 21 are 

not. And - -  I mean, it looks more like 60 percent. 

I'm just wondering how you got 90. 

MR. RILEY: I didn't say 9 0 ,  no - -  I 

thought - -  I meant 70. 
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MR. STEESE: You said 90. 

MR. RILEY: I meant 70. 

MR. STEESE: Okay. 

MR. RILEY: Sorry. 

MR. ANTONUK: Just so I understand, the 
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blue are the ones that suffer disturbance - -  

MR. RILEY: From T1, right. 

MR. ANTONUK: - -  because they are 

ad j acent ? 

MR. RILEY: Right. So to deploy a few 

Tls causes significant degradation to a large number of 

possible pairs. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Hubbard, would you agree 

with Exhibit Rhythms 4? 

MR. HUBBARD: I would like to know where 

he - -  where he came up with this exhibit and how did 

you figure all the interferers. 

MR. RILEY: Yes, this was actually 

presented to Rhythms by PacBell in 1998 as why Rhythms 

could not receive loops past 12,000 feet. That's the 

origination of that diagram. 

MR. STEESE: Is - -  is this pattern of DS1 

selectively identified in the binder group something 

that you have experienced with some regularity? 

MR. RILEY: The adjacent binder group - -  
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MR. STEESE: No, meaning where you look 

at - -  you look at this document and there is four very 

creatively placed Tls. And you are maximizing the 

problem - -  I'm asking, have you ever seen this 

situation? 

MR. RILEY: I don't own the cable plant; 
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and again this originated from an ILEC, not from 

Rhythms. 

MR. STEESE: But the question for you is, 

are you aware of this of happening at Qwest? 

MR. RILEY: I am aware of T1 guidelines 

to deploying transmit and receive cables in separate 

binders not next to each other. So this is not 

untypical of the way Tls are put into a multi-binder 

cable. 

MR. STEESE: So you are saying that they 

can't be next to each other, but it could be in 34 and 

36 and 2 9  and 27 and you would go from 70 percent to 

10 percent, correct? 

MR. RILEY: The transmit and receive are 

maximized - -  the separation between the two - -  within 

the cable for T1 protection of itself. 

MR. HUBBARD: All I can add to this, a 

little bit, being an outside plant engineer and 

designing span lines for a few years, what we do is we 

2 8 8  

go to the outside binder groups, separate sides of the 

sheath, and if we had to add a second binder they would 

be right next to those as much as possible. We try not 

to use inter-binder groups within the sheath as he's 

got pictured here as 9 and 12; we try to use the 

outside binder groups. 
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MS. LISTON: So, Jeff - -  I'm getting lost 

now. So we would - -  let's say we had 34 as a T1, then 

where would - -  where would you position - -  where are 

you saying your network would position them? 

MR. HUBBARD: As much as possible in 

either 25 or 26. 

M S .  LISTON: And then the second set 

would go - -  

MR. HUBBARD: I n  either binder group, 

either side of that. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. 

MR. HUBBARD: And let me explain these 

binder groups: In a cable this size, you are in 100 

pair binder groups; that's a l o t  of T lines. So in a 

binder group of that size, you have a hundred pair in 

there that could be all T lines. A s  far as building 

other T lines in this same cable sheath, you already 

have a few out there, so I doubt if that's very 

probable. 

2 8 9  

1 Now, in PacBell, where they got this, 

2 they might have a lot deployed. 

3 MR. ANTONUK: Let me make sure I'm 

4 understanding. You are saying if you got binder groups 

5 with 100 pair, itls not likely you are ever going to be 

6 using up more than four binder groups for T1 lines; is 

7 that - -  did I interpret that right? 
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MR. HUBBARD: Yeah, usually not in that 

cable, no. 

MS. LISTON: And, Jeff, do we - -  do we, 

on the Tls, then restrict it within those binder groups 

so that we only put Tls in segregated binder groups? 

MR. HUBBARD: Yes, that's all that's in 

that binder group. There are no other services when 

that binder group has been designated as a span line, 

that's all that will be in there is T1. 

MR. RILEY: Again, this was just 

presented as - -  to answer your question why the FCC 

picked T1 as a unique disturber. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Riley, would you agree 

that maybe - -  let's see if we can at least identify the 

issues: I would say that I'm hearing that again the 

three issues are, one, should you use NCNCI codes for 

purposes of ordering; two, what do we do about remote 

deployed services, should we do anything at this time, 
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especially given the fact that Qwest has not remote 

deployed yet; and, three, what do we do about Tls? And 

I probably could be more precise but those are the 

three issues that I'm hearing. 

MR. RILEY: And - -  and back to the NCNCI 

codes, if you assume that there was an aDSL or RADSL 

service in every binder, why would you need those 
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codes? 

MR. STEESE: What do you do when there is 

a problem? 

MR. RILEY: Would there be a problem? If 

everyone was compliant with the standard, would there 

be a problem? Because I'm not aware of any call from 

Qwest PacBell, Bell South, Verizon or any other carrier 

that Rhythms deploys services in that its service has 

interfered with either the incumbent service or any 

other carrier's service. 

MR. STEESE: The - -  

MR. RILEY: Not one. 

MR. STEESE: You are not aware of one? 

MR. RILEY: I'm not aware of one. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: The - -  

MS. LISTON: I guess - -  

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: The - -  

MS. LISTON: I'm sorry. 
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MR. BOUDHAOUIA: I'm sorry. 

The penetration of the DSL service is not 

to the point where we see right now major degradation 

or major implication on services within the binder 

group. 

As we - -  as an industry starts marketing 

the services to the customer and especially going to 

the remote DSL deployment, the probability of 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

interfering - -  of occurrence in the - -  interfering with 

the services is going to go a lot higher. 

And Mr. Riley is correct in saying, 

first, that the T1 is a disturber; but I want to go 

back to a point he mentioned earlier that we deploy Tls 

to knock the RADSL service down. 

If we had information - -  and mainly the 

NCNCI codes - -  that identified in binder group, we 

cannot deploy this service because of the existing 

service that might be impacted, our provisioners and 

design engineers will not provision the service to 

knock your service down. 

MR. ANTONUK: But he's - -  let me - -  to 

sort of cut - -  not cut it short, maybe get a little 

closer: I think what he's saying is, rather than him 

have to tell you that that is - -  locate him in this 

cable as if he is going to be putting something in 

2 92 

there that's going to be affected by T1. That's - -  

MR. STEESE: The - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Is that a - -  is that such a 

problem if you only have four binder groups that have 

Tls in a cable like this? 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: From - -  

MR. ANTONTJK: There's - -  if you locate 

them the way Mr. Hubbard was talking about, there are a 
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lot of binders that you can stick them in that aren't 

going to be affected by your Tls even if he does have 

DSL service. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Tls will not affect Tls, 

Tls will affect DSL services. 

MR. ANTONUK: Right. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: If we don't know what's 

running on the binder group, once we see a T1 in there, 

we can add a T1. But if there is a DSL service there, 

we know based on the NCI code, that they would not be 

putting a T1 in there. 

MR. STEESE: But one other thing, too, 

I - -  all due respect to Mr. Riley, I think it's naive 

to think that with all this new technology that's being 

deployed out there today, if everyone place nice there 

is never going to be a problem. The simple fact is, 

you don't - -  I mean, we're not 100 percent sure yet 
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about this is brand-new technology. And when someone 

has a problem, we should be able to deal with the 

problem. 

And that is exactly what the FCC focused 

on and that's exactly why they said, get this 

information; and that's exactly why they specifically 

rejected Rhythms very same argument. 

So with respect to the NCNCI codes, we 

clearly think that that particular issue has been 
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clearly addressed, clearly rejected, and we're prepared 

if necessary to just brief that issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: All right, that's fine. 

But I thought I heard you all saying a few minutes ago 

that the way you locate Tls in a cable like the one 

shown in VLK-4 is such that you can generate, by the 

way you normally locate them, a whole lot of binder 

groups within that cable that aren't going to be 

affected even if they are carrying DSL circuit. So 

why - -  why is it such a big deal to - -  to treat 

requests from DLECs as if they were DSL service and 

locate them accordingly? 

MR. STEESE: Because this is, quote, 

known disturbers, close quote. There is the 

presumption - -  I believe understandably so - -  that as 

time goes on other disturbers are going to be 
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identified and other problems will be identified. And 

without proactively having the information, we're not 

going to know how to deal with that situation. And 

that is exactly why the FCC rejected the argument. 

MR. HSIAO: But - -  

MR. WILSON: I guess I'm still - -  

M R .  ANTONUK: Ken? 

MR. WILSON: I guess I'm still interested 

in - -  and we kind of got away from this. We have a 
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known problem where Rhythms' circuits are getting 

knocked off by new Tls. And it's true that maybe 

Rhythms hasn't given them codes; but I'm not aware that 

Rhythms provides any POTS service, it's all DSL. And 

Qwest knows that these are Rhythms' circuits and yet 

they put the Tls on those binder groups and knock them 

off. 

NOW, if we give them exactly the right 

codes, how do we - -  how do we have any assurance they 

will behave any better than they are today when they 

have plenty of information to not have done what they 

did? 

MR. STEESE: And, Ken, you are assuming 

this is all us. That's the problem. You are assuming 

we're the only one there. It might be your deploying 

some DSL service and Rhythms is something else and 
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Covad is something else and New Edge is something else 

and XO is something else and Qwest is something else; 

and, you know, we haven't tested this combination 

together before; and all of a sudden, things don't 

work. 

And unless you have some ability to deal 

with that situation - -  no Tls included - -  I mean, you 

are - -  you are creating a situation where there is just 

going to be problems. And that's what the FCC has 

specifically talked about, we have to be able to look 
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at the binder group and make sure we can react when 

there is a problem. 

M E t .  WILSON: Mr. Riley testified that 

Rhythms was being notified by Qwest that it was knocked 

off by Qwest's Tls. Okay? I heard that earlier. 

MS. LISTON: And Qwest also did say that 

we're struggling to make sense with that. 

And 1'11 go back to what Mr. Hubbard said 

a little while ago. Whether we put our Tls in - -  in 

designated binder groups, so to the extent that we 

would be putting a new T1 in, it's going to go into the 

same binder group where all the other Tls are. 

So I'm sitting here kind of struggling 

through what's happening, based - -  and not knowing 

personally what Rhythms' experience is - -  trying in my 
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mind to wrestle with that concept of why would this 

happen because our T l s  are segregated, we know what 

those binder groups are. 

MR. ANTONUK: And that's sort of a fairly 

simple thing that I want to build from. It seems to me 

in a cable like this you could decide ahead of time 

where you should put Tls so that they will cause the 

least amount of disturbance. It seems to me also that 

as you are filling CLEC requests, you cannot fill - -  

you would not fill them by using binder groups which 
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are subject to interference, otherwise I think someone 

should shoot you. 

MS. LISTON: That's not nice. 

MR. ANTONUK: Otherwise you have a 

known - -  you have a known disturber and you know where 

to put it where - -  so that it doesn't get disturbed. 

So that's why I'm struggling with why 

he's got to tell you what codes are at issue; why you 

can't just put him in the safe zones to begin with? 

M R .  STEESE: And that's what I was trying 

to say before, what - -  what assurance do you have or 

does Rhythms have that if you put them totally 

segregated from a T1 that it isn't going to be 

disturbed by something else? 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm not - -  maybe we can't 
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solve that problem. 

MR. STEESE: And that - -  

MR. ANTONUK: I'm starting with the 

simplest of problems, right now; keep his stuff the 

hell away from your Tls. Can't we agree - -  can't we 

start from that? And isn't that going to at least mean 

that you are not going to - -  by indifferently locating 

their facilities, you are at least not going to cause 

disturbances to his circuits from your Tls. 

MR. RILEY: Well, the problem arises 

from, as you get out to where your customer is actually 
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located, there may only be one binder. 

MR. ANTONTJK: Left, you mean? 

MR. RILEY: One binder total. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. RILEY: In other words, once you get 

into the distribution cable, there isn't this big fat 

cable you saw back at the CO. 

MR. ANTONUK: Uh-huh. 

MR. RILEY: This is only on the feeder 

cable. So as you get farther out into the network, the 

cables get smaller, may only have a few binders in it 

and the choices for Qwest to locate it somewhere where 

it won't interfere decreases. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah. See, now you are 
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onto - -  see, I would like to solve one of the 

60 million. 

MR. RILEY: Yet you have to understand 

that's where the problem occurs. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. RILEY: It doesn't occur in this so 

much. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's only going to be 

solved by - -  

MR. RILEY: Changing the technology. 

MR. ANTONLTK: And I have been saving this 
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question because I wanted to get to that, too: Suppose 

you are in that situation, you have got nowhere else to 

put the T1 in any facilities that are out there; and 

you can - -  and he - -  Rhythms shows up, says, I want DSL 

service there. What are you willing to do in that 

case? Are you willing to say you will migrate to the 

other technology? 

MR. HUBBARD: We're willing - -  

MR. ANTONUK: Are you willing to say, 

first come first served. 

MR. HUBBARD: Where technically possible, 

we're willing - -  where technically possible, we're 

willing to move that out to a hDSL; but if you are out 

a long ways, they won't be able to push their aDSL 
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anyway. 

MR. ANTONUK: Are you getting happier, 

Rhythms ? 

MR. RILEY: If the distance is at 

15,000 feet, for instance, hDSL is as much a problem 

for aDSL as T1 is; in other words, it won't work with 

either one of those disturbers. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I think what I hear 

Qwest saying is that wherever technology - -  if the 

migration to a new technology will solve the problem, 

they will do it. 

MR. RILEY: And what I'm saying is, in 
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Rhythms' proposed language there is technology that 

exists today you can - -  that Qwest could deploy and not 

introduce more interference than what is allowed by the 

standard; meaning hDSL-4, if it's at 15,000 feet, hDSL 

at 10,000 feet. 

MR. ANTONUK: And you expect them to do 

that whether or not you are going to show up and ask 

for aDSL service though; is that correct? 

MR. HSIAO: They should - -  

MR. RILEY: They should do that because 

it's not Rhythms, it's every carrier trying to use the 

loop plant. That is the same rules that Rhythms is 

bound to by the standard itself. So our deployments 

3 0 0  

will not introduce more interference than that and we 

would just like Qwest to do what it's competition is 

doing. 

MS. YOUNG: Can I ask a follow-up 

question? 

This is Barb Young with Sprint. 

And it goes to Mr. Antonuk's question, I 

think. Maybe I just misunderstood, but in a situation 

where you have Tls in a binder group and you have also 

put Rhythms in there, and you have requests for another 

T1; am I - -  am I understanding this correct that 

because Rhythms has not given you an NCI code to tell 
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you what they are using their facility for, you will 

place that T 1  in that binder group? Is that - -  did I 

misunderstand that? 

MR. HUBBARD: If we don't know what's 

there and we don't have a reason not to place the T 1  

there and - -  

MS. YOUNG: Okay. 

MR. HUBBARD: - -  we'll place the T1. 

Like I said earlier, the first choice now is hDSL. 

MS. YOUNG: That's part of the crux of 

the problem, rather than saying, no, I better not place 

the T 1  because this could be a DSL line 1'11 place the 

T 1  because I don't know. Am I capturing that right? 

301 

MR. HUBBARD: If I don't know I'm going 

to interfere with anything and I have a span line there 

that all I have to do is slap in a T 1  card, I may put 

in a T 1  card. But like I said, our first choice right 

now is to place hDSL. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I'm - -  you know, 

when I think about 
of say why - -  maybe 

this is why I didn't become an engineer because I don't 

know how you all do your jobs and I can't think that 

way. But it seems to me if I was dealing with cables 

like this, I would put - -  I would put my T l s  where they 

12 are going to do the least amount of interference no 
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matter what's there where there are the fewest adjacent 

binders; that the issue of adjacency is the critical 

issue. 

So why not put the Tls where they are 

going to have the fewest adjacent binders? And why am 

I not going to fill that cable by putting everything I 

can in non-adjacent binders before I start putting 

things in binders that are adjacent to Tls? And that 

seems like a simple little logic diagram to me. 

MR. HUBBARD: And that - -  that is logical 

and that is exactly what we do. Cables this size, big 

cables, are in the feeder network. As Mr. Riley said, 

when it gets down to the - -  after the - -  in the F-2, 
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after you - -  if you are going to feed a business or 

whatever, the cables get smaller. 

MR. ANTONUK: Uh-huh. 

MR. HUBBARD: You may only be down to a 

50 pair or 25 pair cable. Then that's where the 

problem is going to occur. And do you need to know 

what is there so you don't build something that we get 

shock from. 

MR. RILEY: The purpose of the FCC 

requiring PSD disclosure was for dispute resolution not 

for Qwest to use that information to do binder group 

management. In fact, the FCC specifically rejects 

binder group management except for known disturbers. 
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MS. LISTON: And I guess one of the 

things that kind of troubles me a little bit is - -  and 

maybe this is the non-engineer talking - -  but is that I 

look at it and say, in all circumstances we have - -  

when you do ordering of service, there is an 

identification of the service that you want 

provisioned, whether - -  whether you are coming in and, 

you know, buying an unbundled loop or any other kind of 

thing; there is identification that you use that says 

here's what it is that I want to purchase. 

And so what I'm struggling with is today, 

when you order an unbundled loop, you provide an NCNCI 

303 

code associated with the service that you want to 

purchase. And we have a list. I mean, we have this 

tables of NCNCI codes that translate to things. 

And tomorrow, what we're saying is, when 

you purchase the service, here's the list of codes that 

you will use. And they translate to these masks. And 

so I guess I'm struggling with why it would be a 

concern to say I'm going to use these new codes to 

order my service instead of these old, which are the 

same structure; they both - -  they have the same 

characteristics, the same makeup, except one says it's 

.A.5 in it instead of a . 2  in it or whatever it is; but 

that's how we order service today. 
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That's how we as an industry communicate 

on what the technology is you are purchasing. That's 

how the assignment processes are done so we know what 

to give them. The whole structure, in terms of how we 

communicated to each other, is based on the NCNCI 

codes. So that when a provider comes to us and says we 

want to give a service and we have to find facilities 

that support them, they give us the NCNCI codes. We 

can map to it and say, this means we need a copper 

loop; that meets these specifications. 

So I'm struggling with why - -  why if 

these - -  if we use that as the industry to communicate 
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to each other, why it is that Rhythms feels that they 

cannot go to the new codes that map to the masks? 

MR. HSIAO: As I said earlier, we think 

that our proposal and the new standard for T1.4 17 

obviates the need for that new standard. If you like, 

take a look at 417; they specifically reject that 

exchange of information; and today ILECs are not 

sharing that information with us and we're not sharing 

that information with you. 

I don't know why Qwest believes that this 

process would be any better today if you are not even 

delivering that information to us. 

MR. STEESE: I actually tracked with you. 

And the answer is - -  I mean, getting back what 
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Mr. Riley said, the one type of binder group management 

that he even acknowledges is appropriate is if you have 

a problem, you have to fix the problem. 

And the re - -  if you look at paragraph 

204 of the FCC's order and the rule I cited earlier, 

they both say, CLEC, you must give information about 

what you are deploying. And if you look at Exhibit 22 

of Qwest, page 2, there is a series of NCNCI codes. 

You would agree, wouldn't you - -  either 

Doug or Mr. Riley - -  that the industry as a whole has 

created NCNCI codes for each of the spectral - -  the 
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classes 1 through 9? 

MR. RILEY: I agree that the incumbents 

have, yes. 

MS. LISTON: Is that also included in the 

overall policy or proposal that was presented to the 

FCC which says there are nine classes of service? 

MR. RILEY: No. Not that I am aware. 

MR. BOUDHAOUIA: Let me correct 

Mr. Riley - -  and I can probably get a copy of the list 

of the industry players who actually went to the common 

language and ask for that. 

I know for a fact Sprint asked for 

further even derivations of the NCI codes to included 

twisted shielded pair, AT&T was there, and Time-Warner 
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was there. So it's not just the incumbents. It's all 

the industry players. 

MR. ANTONLTK: I want to finish the 

development of the record on this issue today. We're a 

little bit after 5. If we're a few minutes away, let's 

push on; if not, I think we probably ought to take a 

five-minute break. What's your sense? 

MR. STEESE: I - -  I think we've heard a 

lot of the same discussion over the last 30 minutes or 

so. I would like to try to frame the issues. I think 

we have some issues we need to brief and I've tried to 
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identify those three issues. 

I don't know if Rhythms has additional 

issues. But the three issues are the use of NCNCI 

codes; should we move immediately to some process for 

managing spectrum now, when you have remote deployed 

facility, or can we wait for the process to be given to 

us by the industry, certainly understanding that if 

there is a problem today, we will deal with it much the 

same as if it originates out of the CO; and then third 

is, T l s ,  should - -  and I would be interested in Rhythms 

helping me to frame the issue. Basically should Qwest 

be required to turn down or modify T1 service in all 

situations where it causes known disturbance to another 

facility? And help me with that issue. 

MR. HSIAO: I think it was to migrate T1 
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to newer service - -  to new technologies. 

MR. STEESE: Do you think we should do 

that proactively or do you think we can, as a situation 

arises where there is a disturbance, then in that 

situation we migrate? 

MR. RILEY: And Rhythms' proposal, it's 

only in the situation of a disturbance; whether Qwest 

does it proactively is up to Qwest. 

MR. STEESE: And so can we identify - -  

can that be the third issue, then, in a situation where 
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there is a disturbance to your facility - -  to your 

service; do we always have to migrate to something else 

or are there circumstances when it is something that 

maybe the state commission needs to decide because we 

have no alternative? 

MR. RILEY: Well, I guess I disagree with 

the three items for discussion. The first and most 

critical item for discussion on Rhythms' part is, is 

Qwest willing to not cause more interference in the 

network than what is allowed by the spectrum management 

document? 

MR. STEESE: Say that again. I'm sorry. 

MR. RILEY: Is Qwest willing to not 

introduce more interference into the network than what 

is allowed by the spectrum management document? 



16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Because if that is the case - -  Rhythms complies with 

that as well - -  there is no need then to exchange PSD 

information on every loop because the occurrence of 

interference disputes will be - -  maybe one in 200,000. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's the second issue, 

isn' t it? 

MR. STEESE: That was the NCNCI codes. I 

think that was Issue No. 1. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think that's more your 

issue; do you want to adopt the standard that says you 
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can't - -  you can't anymore use equipment that's going 

to be outside the - -  

MR. RILEY: Guidance. 

MR. ANTONUK: - -  the guidelines? 

MR. RILEY: The interference levels, 

right. 

MR. ANTONUK: Unless your answer to 

that - -  if your answer to that is anything other than 

no, I have misunderstood a lot of what's been going on. 

I'm not saying that's the right answer, but I thought 

that was your answer. 

MR. STEESE: Would those be the three 

issues, then, we needed to brief? 

MR. RILEY: The NCNCI compliant - -  no 

more interference than the standard allows what was the 

third one. 
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MR. STEESE: I thought it was the mid - -  

when you have a remote-deployed facility, that was 

Issue No. 2; and Issue No. 3 was - -  I call it the T1 

issue. 

MR. RILEY: Right. 

MR. STEESE: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: I guess I'm saying the remote 

deployment and T1 issue are covered by not introducing 

more interference than what is allowed by the standard. 

3 0 9  

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, but that - -  wait a 

minute. That assumes you win on Issue 2. If you don't 

win on Issue 2; then the T1 issue, I think, is 

relevant; isn't it - -  obviously if you win Issue 2, you 

are right, Issue 3 becomes moot. 

MR. RILEY: And the two are the same 

issue from an interference standpoint; it's what is the 

cause of it, right? 

MR. STEESE: And so I think there are 

three issues to brief. And I think, based on this 

discussion, that we have had certainly a substantial 

discussion and a record developed and we can brief 

those issues. 

Is that fair, Doug? 

MR. HSIAO: That's fine. 

1 just want to correct one missimpression 
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that might have been left; and that is, when we were 

discussing the NCNCI codes, I think you left the 

implication that Rhythms does not have a proposal for 

resolving those disputes. And we do have a dispute 

resolution proposal in our 9.2 .6  which actually is 

quite similar to Qwest's. It's just it doesn't require 

NCNCI codes. 

MR. RILEY: That - -  that proposal means 

you disclose your PSDs only to the carrier who has the 
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interference dispute and on binder where the dispute is 

occurring, which means it's current because the carrier 

has contacted you and it's not a database of all 

incorrect information. 

MR. STEESE: I think with that, can we 

end there and just brief those three issues, Doug? 

MR. HSIAO: That's fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: Sounds good to me. 

Any cleanup things we can take care of 

quickly or - -  

MR. STEESE: I would like to at least 

address, if possible, the material on reuse of 

facilities that we reacted to from Ms. Clauson and 

Mr. Kopta. 

I did run it by Mr. Kopta - -  and 

Mr. LaFrance was not in the room at the time - -  to see 

if this would solve his concerns without speaking for 
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him. I thought it did and I don't recall the - -  it's 

Exhibit 21. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's wait just a second. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Go ahead. 

MR. STEESE: I'm trying to find the issue 

number - -  and, Greg, if you could help me remember. 

MS. LISTON: It's Loop 15. 
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MR. STEESE: It's Loop 15, I believe. 

MS. DeCOOK: I have two questions - -  

sitting quietly over here - -  on spectrum management 

before we depart it completely. 

MR. ANTONUK: Take a deep breath, count 

to ten, and decide if you want to really do this. 

MS. DeCOOK: 1'11 be slow and I certainly 

won't use any words like RADSL. 

MR. ANTONUK: It's Ratso to me - -  it 

always will be. 

MS. DeCOOK: There were numerous 

proposals for spectrum management. Generally I think 

AT&T supports some of the concepts that Rhythms has 

introduced here. 

We did have extensive discussions in 

Colorado on Qwest's language and I - -  I don't know 

whether it makes sense to deal with those issues now or 
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whether we should deal with them later or just how you 

want to us address those, because we do have at least 

three different versions of spectrum management 

language that is on the table. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, we're going to take 

five minutes. We'll come back and do the cleanups. 

And we're going to do - -  we're going to get the record 

on spectrum management done today, because otherwise 
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1'11 - -  it's going to be hopeless for me to try to keep 

following this after I have had a night of relaxation. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(Recess. 1 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's finish with the 

issues, first. 

MR. HSIAO: The first issue is on the 

recovery of loop conditioning charges for loops under 

18,000 feet; and we just had brief statement on that, 

and then we were going to introduce a Bellcore document 

which was - -  which we don't know the title of exactly 

right now, but it's the loop design standard for loops. 

And we believe that it shows that loops should not have 

load coils on them if they are below 18,000 feet. But 

let me just have Mr. Riley speak to that for a moment. 

MR. ANTONUK: Before you do that, can you 

tell me what issue that is because that's the only way 

I'll be able to cross-reference it. 
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MR. HSIAO: Loop 6. 

MR. STEESE: 6-A - -  is as in apple. 

MR. ANTONUK: Mr. Riley. 

MR. RILEY: I really don't have much more 

so say. 

The revised resistance design rule is, 

loops under 18,000 feet shall be nonloaded with - -  
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including - -  and that includes bridge tap length; so 

it's 18,000 feet including bridge tap shall not 

include - -  or shall be nonloaded. 

MR. STEESE: I just wanted, if possible, 

to fill this out; and then we can go to impasse, I 

believe. 

Ms. Liston, very briefly, describe why it 

is that some loops less than 18,000 feet have load coil 

on. 

MS. LISTON: In a very simplistic way of 

looking at it, in some situations we would have plant 

that has been around for quite a bit of time; and 

originally the plant was put in place to serve a 

customer that was beyond the 18,000-foot range. And 

that - -  and then over time, as more and more - -  and 

unless we had a situation where the remote house, they 

were - -  at one point in time, they were the only house 

at the end of the road; and then over time, the 



19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

community starts building and building and it winds up 

building a whole community out there and we have to 

augment our plant to get to that new community. And 

then there may be all kinds of things that have been 

done over time in terms of how we arrange that network, 

because now we have a whole community as opposed to the 

one farm down at the end of the road. 
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During the course of time that loop that 

originally served that one house may have had load 

associated with is it because - -  to get the dial tone 

out that far, we needed to put the additional equipment 

on the loop. When the rearrangement occurs, that loop 

then is free to be used for another purpose. 

However, for voice grade, which is what 

the what the plant - -  our primary network was built 

around, was voice-grade service, having that load out 

there never hurt anything. And if we provisioned 

voice-grade service over that, that was fine to leave 

that load on there; because if necessary, depending on 

how we need it, we may need to have the additional 

load. 

So there was never a gross regrooming - -  

mass degrooming - -  I have a hard time with that, saying 

we had to necessarily strip the load off of these 

facilities while they are - -  during that transition 

period of time. And then when you go to use the 
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service, then you groom it for the service that you 

need. 

So even though the standard says, when 

you build for 18,000 feet, you don't have to have loads 

on it; in many situations these were cases where they 

weren't built for 18,000 feet, they were built for 
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longer than that. The bulk deloading project was a 

means of addressing existing loops today in the network 

where they are under 18,000 feet, and we would go ahead 

and do the mass grooming and removing loads, 

So to say that we built the plant in 

violation of the standards is not, in my term, fair 

because it was built for something else; and now itls 

kind of a residual that's left in place. 

MR. STEESE: And that's all we have for 

the record for that; and I believe, if I'm correct, 

that we can to go impasse on that issue 6-A and brief 

that. 

MR. HSIAO: That's correct. 

Let me just add that we were going to 

introduce that design document as Rhythms 5, I believe. 

MR. STEESE: And Qwest would not object 

to a late-filed exhibit by Rhythms. 

MR. ANTONUK: When do you think you will 

have that? 
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MR. HSIAO: We can distribute it to the 

super list, I believe, by tomorrow. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: We'll try to get it done by 

the end of this week. 

MR. STEESE: ?nd no objection from Qwest. 
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And, Doug - -  can we hop to the next 

Rhythms' issue, Mr. Antonuk? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Very quickly, Loop 26, the 

rollout of aDSL as and ISDN, I think you said you were 

willing to close that issue? 

MR. HSIAO: Yes. Our testimony on that 

issue was just to give some history about the rollout 

of ISDN capable and aDSL-capable loops, so there was no 

real issue there. 

M R .  ANTONUK: What issue was that? 

MR. STEESE: 26. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: Doug, on Loop 18 with FOCs, 

was there anything in particular you wanted to raise 

there? 

MR. HSIAO: We had nothing to add on 

that. 

MR. STEESE: Then that leaves Loop 22, 

the repair interval issue. 
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MR. ANTONUK: I'm sorry, the one we just 

did - -  I'm struggling to keep up with you. 

MR. STEESE: I'm sorry. 

Loop 18, they said they had nothing to 

add; but there are other parties who do, so we can save 
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that for tomorrow. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: The Loop 22 issue is about 

the repair interval. 

As I understand it now from reading 

Qwest's Exhibit C to the SGAT, they do offer a four- 

hour repair interval for aDSL capable and ISDN-capable 

loops; and that is something we asked for in our 

testimony. 

But my problem with that offer is that we 

have actually gone to Qwest in negotiations and asked 

for four-hour repair interval. And we have been told 

that we cannot have one, that it's a 24-hour interval. 

On top of that, if you look at the service interval 

guide which Qwest maintains on the web, it still states 

a 24-hour repair interval for aDSL- capable loops. 

MR. STEESE: And what are you asking is 

for the repair interval on two-wire nonloaded? 

M R .  HSIAO: Yes, two-wire nonloaded. In 

Exhibit C, the repair interval for two-wire nonloaded 
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MR. HSIAO: It's aDSL capable. 

MS. LISTON: Right. 

MR. HSIAO: And also ISDN capable. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. 

MR. HSIAO: I think all three of those on 

Exhibit C you offer a four-hour repair interval. 

MS. LISTON: And you are saying that - -  

MR. HSIAO: Rhythms actually asked for 

that from Qwest and we were told that we could not have 

a four-hour repair interval and we were referred to the 

service interval guide which did say that you didn't 

offer a four-hour repair interval for those types of 

loops. 

MR. STEESE: And, Doug, I realize you are 

not going to be here tomorrow; but if it's acceptable 

to you, we can come back with a response to that. And 

what I'll do is I'll call you off line and let you know 

if that's okay. Are you going to be in your office 

tomorrow? 

MR. HSIAO: Actually I won't about be, 

but you can just leave a message. That will be fine. 
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MR. STEESE: Okay, what do you want to do 

with Loop 22-A? 

MR. HSIAO: I guess I would like to hold 

it open pending what you get back to us on. 
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MR. STEESE: That was all the issues that 

we had identified. Is there any others that Rhythms 

had? 

MR. HSIAO: I guess the only issue is if 

we're going to discuss the FOC trial, I think we're - -  

we might be one of the only CLECs that might be 

available to talk about the FOC trial. So I'm not sure 

whether you want to discuss that now or is there any 

issue over that that we should be here to participate 

in? 

MR. STEESE: Actually, Loop 1 8 - B  - -  as in 

boy - -  discusses the xDSL FOC trial. And we certainly 

are prepared to; and we're going to be discussing not 

only the trial but what our data has shown to date. 

And we're prepared to discuss that - -  I'm not sure how 

much time you think that would take. That's - -  that's 

up to the group, I suppose. 

MR. HSIAO: I guess it doesn't matter to 

me whether Rhythms participates in that. We don't have 

any performance data to - -  to compare with that. So if 

that's what your presentation is going to be, then I 
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don't think we need to be here for that; but if there 

is an issue where you are going to suggest some change 

because of the FOC trial, then I would like to be there 

for that. 
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MR. STEESE: The change that we would 

recommend, based on the data we're seeing - -  and we 

haven't seen the final data yet because the trial just 

ended yesterday. But at some point in time we 

anticipate going back to the ROC TAG and asking them to 

modify PO-5 to make very clear that we think it should 

be a 72-hour FOC. But that will not be done with this 

group, we'll go back to the ROC TAG for that. 

MR. HSIAO: Then I don't see it necessary 

for us to be here for that. 

MR. STEESE: Then, Mr. Antonuk, I think 

we've dealt with the Rhythms' issues. And the two 

things that we had on the table in addition to that 

were Exhibit 21; and in addition to that, some spectrum 

language issues that were raised by Ms. DeCook. 

MR. HSIAO: Okay. 

MS. DeCOOK: I just have a question on 

the FOC trial. You don't have the final results. Is 

it your intent to bring those results into this 

proceeding? 

MR. STEESE: We have results through 

April 20, I believe. So all but the last week - -  and 
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that's a guess of the date, somewhere in there. And we 

were planning on bringing the results we have here. We 

certainly can supplement after the fact, but - -  and we 
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would be prepared to do that if you would like. But 

we're not thinking that we need to do anything more 

than that at this point. 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, as I recall, in 

Colorado, there was a process devised for providing 

CLEC-specific information to each of the participants 

in the trial, so that if there was some sort of dispute 

about what the results were, there would be an 

opportunity for those issues to be raised by the CLECs 

who were participating. 

And it seems to me that that same 

procedure, to the extent you want to bring those 

results in, should be - -  at least whatever the results 

of any reconciliation or disputes over the results 

should be ported in, as well. 

MR. STEESE: We can discuss this 

tomorrow, Ms. DeCook. My reaction to that is that 

that's not necessary. The point of this trial is to 

see if we have in fact given CLECs a meaningful FOC; 

and if so, to go to the ROC TAG. And so we have a 

forum, we have the ability to do that; we don't need to 

do that in multiple locations or jurisdictions. 
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And we certainly have gotten requests 

from some CLECs to look at their CLEC-specific data to 

reconcile with our performance measures. And we have 
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teams in place to do that and are in fact meeting with 

the CLECs, so - -  

MS. DeCOOK: Well - -  

MR. STEESE: -- we don't see we need to 

do that across the board. 

MS. DeCOOK: Then I guess I have a 

question: Why you think you need to bring the results 

into this proceeding unless you believe somehow they 

demonstrate compliance or an improvement in the FOC 

process? And if that's what you are bringing them in 

to demonstrate; then it seems to me, if CLECs are 

disputing the results, then that's equally relevant. 

MR. STEESE: And I would agree with 

that - -  let me explain. And again, I think we should 

probably get - -  save this discussion €or tomorrow. 

MS. DeCOOK: I would like to do it when 

Rhythms is here. 

MR. STEESE: Okay. 

MS. DeCOOK: So in the event that they 

have an issue they want to raise, they have the 

opportunity. 

MR. STEESE: Okay, fair enough. 

The - -  the issue is, we have had issues 
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raised by various CLECs saying that when you look at 

the firm order confirmations that Qwest's - -  that Qwest 
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returns, they have historically not been meaningful. 

And what we wanted this body to know is, we have 

proactively looked at that to see how we can make that 

FOC more meaningful for CLECs. 

And to me, this is simply anecdotal 

information for this group to know that we are 

proactively working with you, that this is our 

preliminary data, and each of these groups will be 

seeing the results through - -  whether it's industry- 

wide, going to the ROC TAG; and collectively saying, 

this is the right thing to do or whether it's, Qwest, 

based on the data we're seeing - -  unless there is 

something we're missing, we will be at the ROC TAG, 

whether it's alone or in tandem. 

So the people around the perimeter here 

will hear this information. And it's only to make sure 

that they know we have done things; we're trying to 

react; we're trying to do the right things here. We 

just wanted the group to know that. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think we can - -  let's 

kind of reserve what if anything we're going to do with 

this until tomorrow, because I would like to focus on 

some things we can finish up - -  and this one is clearly 
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not one of those, so we're going to get to Issue 18 

tomorrow - -  for which Mr. Kopta has been patiently 
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waiting. So we'll address the trial issues then, too. 

You said Exhibit 21? 

MR. STEESE: Correct. Exhibit 21, reuse 

of facilities, this goes to Loop 15. And like I said 

before the break, I did have an opportunity to run it 

by Mr. Kopta. I was speaking very generally about it 

with Ms. Clauson. We ran out of time, so I'm not sure 

what her thoughts are, but I think it resolves the 

issues raised by Mr. Kopta. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Greg Kopta, XO. 

I have a couple of clarifying suggestions 

to the language and I will just go ahead and read those 

because they are pretty short. 

Because we're dealing with loops, I would 

suggest in the heading of 9.2.2.15 that the heading be, 

Reuse of loop facilities. 

MR. STEESE: Fine. 

MR. KOPTA: In the fifth line down of the 

Section 9.2.2.15.1, rather than at the very end of 

that line, use "Qwest," just for clarity. 

MR. STEESE: I'm missing this one. 15.1? 

MR. KOPTA: Yes. The sentence starts: 

Qwest will disconnect the loop only where - -  then there 

is some strike-out, and it has, it has obtained proper 
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MR. STEESE: Fine. 

MR. KOPTA: And then in . 3 ,  second line 

down toward, insert tllooptt between llexistinglt and 

I t  facilities. It 

MR. STEESE: Fine. 

MR. KOPTA: And following, ltfacilities,tl 

insert, "For the service requested by CLEC," just to 

make it clear that Qwest is not going to reuse those 

facilities to serve somebody else. 

MR. ANTONUK: Can you do that change 

again? 

MR. KOPTA: Sure. In 9.2.2.15.3, second 

line down, following the phrase, "Existing Loop 

facilities, I t  we've added ttlooptl between Itexistingt1 and 

''facilities; add, "For the service requested by CLEC. I t  

MR. STEESE: And that's acceptable to 

Qwest, as well. 

MR. KOPTA: And with that, we're fine 

with the language. 

MS. CLAUSON: This is Karen Clauson from 

Eschelon. 

I think by breaking out the paragraphs 

the way you did, you got to the issue of authorization 

that I had raised; and I have a couple smaller 
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questions. One is, now that it's all broken out, is 
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there a reason why we need 9.2.2.15.1 which is the most 

indented little paragraph that's not stricken out; 

because it says, The CLEC is responsible for notifying 

the old CLEC. But up above, in the very first 

paragraph, it says - -  or - -  I'm sorry, in the second 

paragraph, it says, New CLEC is responsible for 

notifying old CLEC of the conversion; and that's in 

9.2.2.15.2. 

And that's probably more clear because it 

talks about notifying them of the conversion; whereas 

the subparagraph talks about the pending loss, and you 

wouldn't do that until they lost them. So are you 

intending to refer to two different things there or is 

it the same? 

MS. LISTON: Um, I - -  I think we can take 

it out. 

MR. STEESE: We can take it out. 

MS. LISTON: Yeah, we can strike that. 

MS. CLAUSON: If they do refer to 

different things, just explain it; but if they don't, 

maybe it would be more clear because people would 

wonder why that's in there. 

MR. STEESE: That's fair. 

MS. CLAUSON: Take that out? 

And then my other question is, Ms. Liston 
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had mentioned - -  or maybe it was Chuck had mentioned 

the circuit identification policy is still being 

formulated, it's going to come out through CiCMP. When 

this comes out, will that be incorporated into this 

1 anguage ? 

MS. LISTON: Um, I don't see that it 

probably would be incorporated into this language. 

This - -  we're dealing with this at a fairly generic 

level in terms of saying how you do the overall 

process, not the individual steps you would take to how 

you would request the transfer to occur. So I don't 

see that we would be changing the text. 

MS. CLAUSON: Because we do document that 

the CLEC is the one that's responsible for notifying 

the other CLEC; so if there is a different party with 

an obligation - -  Qwest - -  that's responsible for 

providing the circuit I.D. then that would - -  it would 

notify who has that responsibility the same way the 

language now notifies the CLECs that they have the 

responsibility for notifying the old CLEC of the 

conversion. 

MS. LISTON: And I think we're - -  I think 

we're okay; because if you look all the way at the last 

provision at the end of the process, regardless of who 

does the - -  whoever does the obtaining of the circuit 
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I.D. or anything like that, Qwest does have an 

obligation under the OBF standards to issue a loss 

notification that would go to the CLEC. 

So we would - -  with that disconnect, we 

would be doing a loss notification. And I'm not sure 

if I'm using the right term, but there is a loss 

notification at the disconnect time; so we're covered 

there in terms of that final communication. 

MS. CLAUSON: And I think that goes to 

that communication; and I think it is, you know, good 

to have that section in there. I think the circuit 

I.D. responsibility comes earlier in the process than 

that so that you can convert the customer. So if you 

would be willing to consider that when your policy 

comes out, I think that would add to lessening the 

disputes later about who does what when you are in this 

situation. 

MR. STEESE: Just give us one moment on 

that - -  is that okay Ms. Clauson? 

MS. CLAUSON: Uh-huh. 

MR. STEESE: I'm seeking to move this 

process along; and if someone behind me and to my left 

has any real negative reaction, please let me know. 

After the word "conversion" of the first 

sentence of . 2 ,  where basically it's saying, The new 
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CLEC is going to notify the old CLEC of the conversion; 

what I hear you saying, Ms. Clauson, is you might need 

a circuit I.D. from us to make the proper notification 

to put in a sentence that says, Upon request, Qwest 

will provide circuit I.D. information to the new CLEC 

so it can notify old CLEC of the conversion. 

Just one second. I got a negative look 

here. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: Strike that sentence. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: Strike that sentence. The 

OBF standard says - -  I mean, as an interim measure, 

Qwest is prepared to do this; but the OBF standard says 

it's the new CLEC's obligation to go the old CLEC to 

get this done. So Qwest is willing to do this, much as 

an interim step; but putting it in the SGAT is 

inappropriate in light of the fact that there is now an 

industry standard on this. So this is just an interim 

fix to help you at this point. 

MS. CLAUSON: Well, I think that - -  I 

mean, 1'11 think about that. Maybe that - -  the issue 

is, then, if the CLEC has to get, in the long-term, the 

circuit I.D. from the old provider, then that should 

provide - -  apply equally to Qwest and Qwest should not 
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be able to check its own records to get that circuit 

I.D.; it should be - -  it should have to go to the old 

provider and rely on that information, the same as the 

CLECs do, or you run into discrimination issue 

So in the long-term, then maybe the 

sentence is a comment on Qwest that this won't - -  this 

language won't just refer from CLECs to CLECs,  but to 

Qwest as well. 

MR. STEESE: I disagree with that 

statement, because what you are saying is you go to the 

old provider - -  I mean, what we would do is - -  what you 

are basically saying is we would have to go to the CLEC 

to get that information - -  

MS. CLAUSON: Right. 

MR. STEESE: - -  or we would be 

discriminating, despite the fact that is what OBF says. 

MS. CLAUSON: I don't think this is what 

OBF says; and in the case where, let's say, the circuit 

I.D. that was given to the old CLEC was changed by 

Qwest after it was given to the old CLEC without notice 

to that CLEC, then when the CLEC gives the new circuit 

identification information to the new provider, the new 

CLEC, it is wrong. Those two have problems. 

If Qwest doesn't have to face that same 

obstacle and it can go into its records and get it, 
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when it doesn't do it for the CLEC, then there is a 
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discrimination issue. 

So I do think that if you don't deal with 

giving the circuit I.D. information in the long term, 

that then you will have to deal with what Qwest can do 

as compared to the CLEC; and simply, instead of 

referring to the CLEC and CLEC, refer to old provider 

and new provider, so they have the same obligations. 

So I'm willing to take that up at the 

next workshop, but that is where I think the language 

goes - -  one of those two ways. 

MR. HSIAO: This is Doug Hsiao with 

Rhythms. 

Can I just ask a question of Jean? 

Would this also - -  this process is also 

going to apply to unbundled loops for xDSL service, 

making them xDSL capable? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it will. 

MR. HSIAO: In that case - -  I must have 

missed the discussion earlier on this, but Rhythms' 

position on this is that the new CLEC should get the 

circuit I.D. information from the old CLEC. 

MR. STEESE: Say that again. 

MR. HSIAO: The new CLEC should get the 

circuit I.D. information from the new CLEC. 
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MR. STEESE: From the new CLEC or the old 
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CLEC? 

MR. HSIAO: From the old CLEC - -  I'm 

sorry. 

And this goes back to our question of, 

you know, when we have existing agreements with the 

end-users and we don't want customers who are basically 

going to be jumping from CLEC to CLEC without honoring 

the agreements that - -  let's say refunding for some 

kind of equipment that we provided to them. 

MS. CLAUSON: And just to clarify, this 

would be in addition - -  that situation wouldn't happen 

with this language, because the loss notification is 

going from CLEC to CLEC. So it's not that you get it 

from Qwest in lieu of getting some notice from the 

CLEC, you get the notice from the CLEC; but if the 

circuit I.D. that the old CLEC has is no longer 

valid - -  if it's changed and it's erroneous - -  you have 

got to get it from Qwest. 

So I'm willing to put this off, I just 

wanted to tell you I think one or two of those things, 

whenever we next revisit this language would - -  we 

would want to address that. But you don't - -  I don't 

think you are going to do that today, so you can do it 

then. 
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MS. BEWICK: Karen, let me ask you a 

quick question: You are only talking about situations 
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where the circuit I.D. information is wrong? 

MS. CLAUSON: That's the reason why I 

think the policy came up, is that the most reliable 

source right now for the circuit I.D. is what Qwest 

has; and if Qwest has a process where they can go check 

it for themselves but they don't check it for the CLEC, 

we're dealing with more secondhand information than 

they are. So that's kind of how these two issues, I 

think, have come up through CiCMP. 

MS. BEWICK: I think I'm going to have to 

give it some thought, too, because I have some similar 

concerns that Doug has. We have some situations in 

other parts of the country where we're discussing this 

issue as well and - -  

MS. CLAUSON: And a - -  

MS. BEWICK: - -  it gives me pause. So I 

have to think about it. 

MS. CLAUSON: That's why I asked the 

question initially. I said, once the policy comes out 

will you revise it, not in advance of that; because 

once we see the policy, we can see what it says. 

Is that May 25th that it's coming out? 

MS. LISTON: I think that sounds like the 
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right date. 

MS. BEWICK: The cautionary thing would 
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be what Doug talked about, to have a situation where 

all of a sudden, unbeknownst to New Edge, a customer is 

again - -  because they have dealt between the new CLEC 

who has called them and said, gee, I can make a better 

deal for you, and then gone to Qwest and gotten a 

circuit I.D.; and then we're just sort of sitting 

there. So that's why I brought up the issue. 

MS. CLAUSON: And I agree with that. You 

don't want that scenario; that's why it says they have 

to notify them. 

MS. DeCOOK: So given that the policy 

isn't coming out until the 25th' are we going to deal 

with this issue then in the CiCMP process? 

MS. CLAUSON: I do think it will be dealt 

with in the CiCMP process. I don't know where that 

policy - -  is it then published in the PCAT or somewhere 

so that you have to go through the CiCMP to change it 

again? What is the process to make sure that once you 

have that mechanism you can rely on it? 

MS. LISTON: Just to make sure I 

understand, I think the question was, we go through the 

CiCMP process, we come up with an agreed-upon process; 

where is that then reflected? 
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1 MS. CLAUSON: Yes. 

2 MS. LISTON: That again would be 

3 reflected in the documentation that are made available 
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to the CLECs. So it would be a combination of the 

product catalog or the IRRG information, to the extent 

it would impact anything associated with how you write 

orders, that would also have to be included in that 

training material. 

MS. CLAUSON: And if it's included in 

that material, then it's subject to what you said in 

your testimony about, to change it, you would go back 

to CiCMP. 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: Okay. That will do it. 

MR. STEESE: So can we close Loop 15, 

then, with the changes recommended by Mr. Kopka? 

MR. KOPTA: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Kopta - -  I always pronounce 

your name incorrect, no matter how hard I try. 

MR. KOPTA: You are in good company. 

MS. KILGORE: Chuck, I have one request: 

On 9.2.2.15.3, that last sentence, could you delete 

that? It seems duplicative of language elsewhere. 

MR. STEESE: We added that at the 

specific request of Mr. Kopta. 
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MR. KOPTA: Right. Our concern was there 

wasn't any provision in the agreement that would allow 

for conditioning of an existing loop if that's what you 
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4 

want to get from Qwest. So that's what that sentence 

does, is to reinforce that if we're obtaining a loop 

from Qwest and say we want to use the existing facility 

because it needs to be conditioned, will you do that? 

Qwest said, yes, they will do that; and that's why that 

section is there. 

MS. KILGORE: Okay. Is that something 

that could be moved, then, to the other language on 

payment for conditioning, just so it's all in the same 

place? 

MR. STEESE: We actually thought this was 

the absolute right place to put it. It talks about 

reuse of facilities and the terms around it. So we 

would - -  we feel very comfortable with where it is now. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think that's where we're 

going to break for today. 

MS. DeCOOK: (Indicating.) 

MR. ANTONUK: NO. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. ANTONUK: 8:30 tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, the workshop recessed at 6:16 

p.m. 1 
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P R O C E E D I N G S  

MR. ANTONUK: Let's come to order. 

Couple of announcements before 

we get started. Along with the commission staff's 

participating, we've decided it would be appropriate 

to develop the record a little more on the question of 

what the ROCs have been doing and how it's been doing 

it. Our decision was to have somebody who represents 

the ROC come in and appear on what I guess you would 

call a friend of the court basis, although we think 

it's going to be Denise Anderson and she's a friend of 

everybody, as you all know. We're trying to work out 

the arrangements and secure all the approvals it takes 

to make that happen. 

We're anticipating that it will happen 

early the week we're together next; I think we start 

June 5th -- 4th. Whatever the Monday is of the week 

these dates fall into. Hopefully that will be squared 

away pretty soon and I'll let you know. 

Given the likelihood that will happen, 

we'll defer the discussion we were going to have this 

week involving Mr. Finnegan and Ms. Lubamersky about 

the ROC. That discussion I think would be timely in 

connection with the presentation I'm talking about for 

the week of the 4th. 
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So I think at this point you should 

advise Mr. Finnegan and Ms. Lubamersky that the time 

for revisiting the issue we deferred will not be this 

week but early that next week. I'll send out an 

e-mail soon as I know either the arrangements have 

been made or something will prevent them from 

happening. I'm reasonably optimistic it will happen. 

Other thing I wanted to indicate, 

that we're working diligently on the report that's due 

May 15th, although, as you might guess, most of us who 

are involved in that are diligently working on these 

workshops this week. We're still doing the best we 

can to meet the date for issuing that report, which is 

May 15th. We're not going to stop trying to meet that 

date. To the extent we don't, then I think we're 

obviously going to have to make some accommodation for 

the parties in filing comments or exceptions because 

they're entitled to 10 days. To the extent we don't 

make the May 15th, be comforted that the time won't 

come out of your exception period or comment period. 

There was on the table when we 

left I believe the issue of AT&T language on spectrum 

management. Neither Rhythms' witness nor Ms. DeCook 

is here yet so I'm wondering if we might not want to 

defer that a little bit until they're both present. 
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he will be a few minutes late. 

MR. ANTONUK: Then I would suggest we 
go back to the earliest issue on the matrix involving 

loops that we haven't yet discussed. My notes show 

that as loop 10. 

Are we finished entirely with 9? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: My notes show we had 

finished 10A, is that correct, or were we in the middle 

of 10A? 

MR. STEESE: I thought we'd finished 

10A. We did have some language on the cooperative 

testing we had proposed which was Exhibit 10, 

I believe. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's 10B? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: So your language is out 

and the ball is in the other court to respond; is that 

your sense of where we left it, everybody? 

MR. STEESE: We didn't quite get 

to the language. So the whole point of the language 

was to show that if Qwest wasn't in a position -- if 

the cooperative test was not performed due to Qwest's 

fault and the CLEC opted against doing it, we'd not 
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charge them for the performance testing, and there's 

language out to that effect. 

MR. ANTONUK: I believe was in one of 

the exhibits we passed out early in the week, correct? 

MR. STEESE: Exhibit 10, yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Before we get to that, 

let's find out who is with us on the bridge, and then 

the next order of business will be discussion of that 

language. 

Who is with us on the bridge? Okay .  

I think the record should reflect that the attendance 

from the bridge is the same today as it was yesterday 

although I'm sure I heard people coming and going 

yesterday. 

Do you, Ms. Liston, want to talk 

further about the language or are you awaiting comment? 

MS. LISTON: We'll await comment. 

MR. ANTONUK: Exhibit 10. 

MS. KILGORE: In the sentence you've 

added in 9.2.2.9.3, AT&T would request that either the 

last clause be deleted, and that clause being "if CLEC 

elects to forego the cooperative test," or you explain 

why that's appropriate to be there. 

MS. LISTON: What we wanted to do 

on that clause and why we put it in was, if for some 
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reason Qwest wasn't in a position to do the cooperative 

test -- I'll explain a scenario. 

We've gone out, done an installation. 

For some reason our outside technician leaves the 

customer premise before we got the go-ahead to do the 

cooperative test with AT&T, and AT&T says we want to do 

the performance says and we say, you know, we hate to 

say this but our tech left, we can't do it right now. 

We would give you an option to say, do you want us to 

try to schedule that performance test at another time 

or do you want to forego the performance test? 

What we're doing is saying, we're not 

going to -- if you say we want to do a performance 
test, we will go ahead and try to schedule another 

dispatch to get the technician back out to do the 

performance test as opposed to saying, sorry, you're 

out of luck, our technician left, we can't do it. 

That clause was just to put in to say 

we'll give you the option that if you really want the 

performance test, we'll go ahead and schedule the 

performance test at another time as opposed to just 

say, you had one -- we screwed up and we're not going 

to do anything about it. 

MS. KILGORE: What happens if we say we 

do want the test, we don't want to forego it? 
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MS. LISTON: We will work with you to 

get an appointment where we can get our technician back 

out to do the test. 

MS. KILGORE: You're not waiving the 

charge in that instance? 

MS. LISTON: No. 

MS. KILGORE: Even though Qwest screwed 

up and didn't do what they were supposed to? 

MS. LISTON: We would still be 

performing the actual test. We would do the second 

dispatch. The charges for the nonrecurring charges 

associated with performance test. So we'd still charge 

for that test but we'd do the second dispatch to get a 

technician out there. 

MS. KILGORE: What this language says 

is, if you don't do what we ask you to do in the first 

place and you call us up and you say, oops, we didn't 

do it, we weren't there, whatever, you'll waive the 

charge if we say that's okay, never mind, we don't want 

the test? But if we say, no, we want the test, we have 

to go through and schedule another time and do all that 

and still pay for the cooperative test? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MS. KILGORE: As if Qwest had performed 

appropriately in the first place. 
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MS. LISTON: The charges associated 

with performance the cooperative test and that charge 

would still apply. 

MS. KILGORE: Second question: Could 

you define "fault. " 

MS. LISTON: The situation would be 

where we do not have our technicians there that 

they could. It's at a point where -- here's the 

scenario that happens many times. 

Qwest will call over to the CLEC 

when the work is completed, say, we've done it, we're 

ready to do a cooperate test, are you ready to do the 

cooperative test? If the CLEC is not ready to do the 

cooperative test, then we will wait. In some contracts 

we've got a LO-minute window we'll wait. We can't hold 

our technician there forever, waiting for the CLEC to 

be able to perform the test. In that situation we were 

there, we were ready, CLEC wasn't ready to do the 

cooperative testing, that would be a situation where 

it was not Qwest's fault that the cooperative testing 

didn' t occur. 

However, if the opposite happened, 

where we did the installation, implemented calls to say 

we finished, do you want to do the cooperative testing, 

they say yes and we go to get our technician and our 
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technician for some reason is not there, which should 

never happen, then we'd say this is our fault, our 

technician left, we didn't realize he left, and that 

would be a Qwest fault. 

MR. STEESE: One thing too here, when 

you look at performance testing, cooperative testing, 

there's fairly tight windows involved. You heard 

yesterday from Rhythms the problem. They say we're 

not there, we say we've been waiting, and instead of 

sitting here saying it's your fault and having some 

billing dispute, we say if we're going -- we're 
prepared to do the test. If we do the test, we're 

going to charge. 

MR. ANTONUK: What nonrecurring charge 

is being waived? Is it only the nonrecurring charge 

associated with the test or all nonrecurring associated 

with the installation? 

MS. LISTON: There's a one-time 

nonrecurring charge associated with whether it's 

cooperative -- basic installation with cooperative test 

or coordinated with cooperative testing. We're willing 

to waive the entire nonrecurring charge. 

MR. ANTONUK: Help me understand why we 

need this in 9.2.2.9.3 and 9.2.2.9.5.3. The provisions 

l o o k  essentially the same, maybe exactly the same. 
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MS. LISTON: Those were the two 

places where we had a cooperative testing option, so we 

included in the explanation of that installation option 

as opposed to just putting it in one place. 

MS. BEWICK: If in fact the cooperative 

testing is delayed and it is Qwest's fault that the 

cooperative testing has been delayed, would Qwest 

consider having a lesser nonrecurring charge for 

the delay that was incurred by the CLEC and the 

CLEC customer? You say you're going to charge the 

nonrecurring charge for the cooperative testing, 

which I can understand because you're doing it. But if 

there's been a delay to our customer because we haven't 

turned it up because the cooperative testing didn't 

take place or there's some other issue involved with 

it, would Qwest consider a lesser nonrecurring charge, 

some kind of a discount? 

FIR. STEESE: What do you have in mind? 

MS. BEWICK: It was just something that 

came to mind. I don't have anything in mind at this 

point. This isn't a cost docket. It was just a 

thought. 

M S .  LISTON: My first reaction, 

thinking through that, one of the things we wind up 

getting tangled up with -- in fact I'll step back. 
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We struggled in saying there's 

work we're really going to be doing, there's costs 

associated with that nonrecurring that are over and 

above the cooperative test. One of the things we 

struggled with was making something simple and easy to 

implement. Because everything is based on contractual 

rates, we thought what if we just defaulted back to the 

installation option that doesn't have the cooperative 

test and go to the lesser charge? 

The reason we said we'll waive in total 

was, we get into issues with that issue maybe not being 

in your contract, it may be something that we would 

have to change billing USOC on, we'd have to -- we get 

into all that other stuff and we said, if this is the 

situation where we're at fault, we will eat the entire 

nonrecurring. 

My initial reaction -- because we went 

through that whole discussion as we prepared this SGAT 

language, I'm struggling with that same concept in 

terms of the mechanics of how we'd even be able to do 

some kind of a discount issue because we'd be back 

into, how do we make that happen so we don't somehow 

delay your service any more because we have to issue 

subsequent orders? All those kinds of issues. 

MS. BEWICK: I threw it out as 
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something to consider 

MR. ANTONUK: What's generally going to 

happen if they don't show up? Are you going to go 

ahead and turn up the service and hope a problem 

doesn't happen? 

MS. BEWICK: Most of the time we'll 

do that, go ahead and turn up and hope something 

doesn't happen. Some of the time something can happen 

immediately and then you have that delay. So our folks 

generally will go ahead and turn up regardless. But 

there's always a risk involved. 

MR. ANTONUK: If you go ahead and 

do it and it works, do you have, in effect, the same 

information you would have gotten from the cooperative 

test? 

MS. BEWICK: That's hard to say. 

That's a two-piece issue. 

The first part would be yes, because 

the customer is up and working. However, if something 

then does go wrong, then you fall back as you're 

starting on to have these discussions with Qwest about, 

well, we didn't do cooperative testing and if we'd done 

cooperative testing we would have found this was on the 

line, so therefore -- you go through that back and 

forth if the cooperative testing isn't done, as far as 
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who shot John sort of a thing because it wasn't done. 

The customer can go up and everything can be fine or 

they could go up and have intermittent trouble you 

would have found if you'd done the cooperative testing. 

MS. LISTON: The other piece of the 

equation, we do wait on the cooperative test? Our 

technicians are out in the field. If we are in that 

situation, we have to do a delay or wait, we're doing 

that and there are no charges when we wait. It's a 

two-edged issue here. 

MR. ANTONUK: You're obliged on wait 

for 30 minutes, correct? Am I reading 9.2.2.9.3 

correctly? 

MS. LISTON: There's a difference on 

that piece. The 30-minute wait is for the start of the 

installation. 

Remember, in this example where we have 

the 9.2.2.9.3 where we're talking about a coordinated 

installation there is an appointment time; we wait 

30 minutes from the start of the appointment time. 

We call the CLEC at the start and ask if they're ready. 

If we get a yes, we're going to tell our technicians to 

start the installation process. They'll go ahead and 

do all the work they need to do both in the central 

office and outside in the field. When we're done, 
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we'll call the CLEC and say, we have completed our 

work; are you ready to performance test? We've already 

on the cooperative test given the heads-up we're out 

there, we're working, then we'll tell them we're 

finished and we'll be going into the cooperative test. 

Our installers are still out there. 

Their instructions are and internal methods say, if 

the installation option is coordinated with cooperative 

testing, you don't leave the premise until we tell you 

to and we make the contact to the CLEC and tell them 

we're done, we're ready to cooperative test, we're 

ready. 

MR. KOPTA: We had a discussion about 

this same section yesterday in terms of the coordinated 

installation. I want to make sure I understand how 

this works. 

If on the coordinated installation with 

or without cooperative testing Qwest for some reason 

doesn't show up or is not ready at the appointed time, 

there's a waiver of the whole nonrecurring charge and 

then we'll try and reschedule to get another time. 

Is there going to be a charge reinstated as a result of 

that new appointment time or is the whole nonrecurring 

charge for that installation waived? 

MS. LISTON: In a scenario where Qwest 
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is not available to start the cut within 30 minutes 

of the appointment time, the entire nonrecurring 

charge for coordinated installation, whether it has 

cooperative test or not, is waived. If we're late more 

than 30 minutes to begin, we waive the charges and we 

wouldn't reapply any charges. If we were on time and 

we didn't do the performance testing, we're going to 

waive those charges if it was our fault. 

MR. KOPTA: I think that makes sense. 

Let me ask one other question about the 

cooperative testing aspect of it. Is this part of the 

performance assurance plan in terms of missed due dates 

so that there may be something that comes in through 

the performance assurance plan that addresses some kind 

of penalty, for lack of a better word, which may be a 

portion of a waiver of a nonrecurring charge or 

something along those lines like Penny was talking 

about? 

MS. LISTON: On the coordinated 

installation, there are performance measures associated 

with installation being done on time. The measurement 

we were talking about yesterday, the OP-13, is directly 

tied to coordinated installations. It's very, very 

restrictive. To say we actually met a commitment for 

OP-13, we have to call the CLEC before we start; we 
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have to start on time, within the 30-minute window; we 

have to complete within a specified window; and we have 

to call the CLEC at the end of the cut. All those 

check points are in the performance measure. 

It's a tough performance measure 

because it requires detailed tracking of all those 

steps to show an audit trail we did them. That's why 

we went to the new center where we have dedicated 

forces, because it was tough for us to get everybody 

on track with keeping track of all the different piece 

parts. We have to pass those four tests in order to 

say we actually met a coordinated cut on time, and 

that's part of the PID measurements. 

MR. STEESE: It's also in the 

post-entry performance plan, OP-13. 

MR. KOPTA: Is that for the 

installation or also for the cooperative testing? 

MS. LISTON: There isn't a piece tied 

strictly to the cooperative test. It's tied more 

towards the coordinated installation. 

MR. KOPTA: If you did the coordinated 

installation, that part was done and for some reason 

your tech left and you weren't able to do the 

cooperative testing, then you still would have met the 

OP-13 measures and there really isn't anything that 
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would gauge your on-time performance of the cooperative 

testing? 

MR. STEESE: We do have another witness 

who -- Ms. Lubamersky is in Washington, D.C., and 

Mr. Viveros has come. Maybe we could swear him in too, 

Mr. Antonuk. 

MR. ANTONUK: Have often found them 

interchangeable in the past, myself. 

I believe Mr. Viveros has already been 

sworn, so let me remind you that you remain under oath. 

MR. VIVEROS: Actually, in the OP-13 

measure, the stop time is defined as when we notify 

you the physical work has been done and that the 

appropriate tests have been successfully completed. 

To the extent that we have not completed one of those 

tests, that particular request would not satisfy the 

definition of OP-13 and it should be counted as a miss. 

MR. KOPTA: There's the other provision 

that's just basic installation with cooperative 

testing. Is that addressed in any of the OP measures? 

MS. LISTON: That one is not included 

in any of the OP measures. 

MR. KOPTA: Where I'm going with this, 

is just to see if there is any kind of recourse or 

remedy other than what's here in the SGAT in terms of 
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waiver of a nonrecurring charge or some kind of penalty 

associated with not performing that particular aspect 

of the nonrecurring functionality of getting the 

service up and running. 

MS. LISTON: The one thing where that 

will come into play, I believe in the OSS test we also 

have that functionality would be tested to make sure 

we're following overall procedures throughout the OSS 

test we do all the combinations. I would imagine 

there's options in there we could -- associated with 

that test. 

What would be penalized, missing 

due dates, those kinds of things. Those are in the 

measures. 

MS. TAN: When we talk about these, 

it sounds very simple. But when techs are out in the 

field, I think it could become quite some gamesmanship 

particularly if the company incurs penalty or waiver. 

What kind of training is done to 

explain some of these minute differences of behavior? 

That's where the games are played are in the field. 

MS. LISTON: What we're doing right 

now -- yesterday when we talked a little bit about 

having this new center for coordinated installations, 

in addition to doing that, the center on the 
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coordinated installations -- we're doing a 

certification process for our technicians. The 

certification process is being established and going 

back through all the job aids and making sure all the 

1's are dotted and T's are closed and doing the 

coverage again of all of our technicians. 

They'll do -- f o r  each different type 

they'll work through the requirements they have to meet 

to provision that service, then it's followed up with 

testing afterward and they have to complete all the 

modules and get tested to get certified to do unbundled 

loops. We're going through that process right now with 

all of our technicians. 

MS. TAN: Thank you. 

MR. STEESE: Where do we stand on 

the language in Exhibit lo? 

MS. CLAUSON: I'll note Rhythms was 

listed as one of the parties on this issue and they're 

not here. I know that their concern yesterday dealt 

not just with the performance of the testing but the 

reporting. This says that if you fail to perform it 

you'll waive the NRC, but if you fail to record the 

results will you also waive the NRC? So you might have 

done the test but you don't follow the description here 

that says you'll call the CLEC and report it? Are you 
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waiving the NRC in that case? 

MS. LISTON: This is in reference to 

the cooperative test. What we're looking at on the 

cooperative test is, usually it says what it means. 

It's done jointly. For the most part, that information 

is shared as that test is going on. 

On the cooperative test it's really the 

CLEC running their test equipment and they would have 

their own test results because they were running -- 

they may have their own equipment that they want to use 

in conjunction. So it's being done together and it's 

an exchange of information between our text and your 

text in terms of what the performance results are. 

MS. CLAUSON: Were those examples that 

were given with respect to performance testing? 

MS. LISTON: It may have been 

performance testing, because the performance testing 

would be Qwest's performance testing as opposed to the 

cooperative testing. 

MR. STEESE: What Rhythms said 

yesterday had to do with cooperative testing where 

we're waiting during the time, we're calling them up, 

trying to get the test scheduled. They said they had 

call volumes and they were trying to track whether or 

not we had actually called. Rhythms is saying we 
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weren't there to do a cooperative test, we're saying 

we made the call, we were prepared to go, your techs 

weren't there, your phones are busy, whatever. 

This gets to the whole point of why it 

is we think that if we go forward and actually do the 

test that there should be a payment associated with it. 

I thought that Doug's primary issue was primarily to 

issue 10A. 

MS. CLAUSON: I think they can ask 

Doug on a break if the language is fine. Since he's 

not here, we had had a separate discussion and I 

thought he was concerned about the reading of the 

results and that may very well be wrong. 

MR. ANTONUK: They'll have someone 

here. If you see him at the break, let them know. 

Meantime, if anyone else has any of their own concerns 

or issues with it, let's deal with those. 

MS. KILGORE: I think what we talked 

about yesterday as far as billing issues and billing 

disputes, seems contrary to what this language proposed 

or vice versa. In terms of you get what you pay for or 

you're not getting what you pay for, I would agree, it 

seems like some kind of discounted rate should apply if 

Qwest fails to do what it said it was going to do but 

yet we still want it and we still have to reschedule to 
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have it done. 

We would request that this language be 

added on to address that situation where the CLEC does 

still want the test to reflect some sort of discounted 

rate. 

MR. STEESE: That's not possible 

to track internally in any thoughtful way. When we 

don't do the test we're waiving the entire charge even 

though therels work we're doing. You have a basic 

installation which has charges associated with the 

lift and lay, or you have cooperative testing that 

has charges associated with other work. We're waiving 

the whole nonrecurring charge, not just the piece we 

missed. 

We think it's a fair balance especially 

given, in our experience, the fact that parties raised 

disputes about whether we were there. And we don't 

think it's a Qwest issue; we think it's a CLEC issue. 

This eliminates the fights over our fault, your fault. 

If we do the tests, then the charge will apply. 

MS. KILGORE: I disagree. Your 

language already talks to fault. This language is 

limited to those circumstances where it is a Qwest 

quality. We're going to get into that dispute 

irrespective of whether it's a discounted rate or not. 
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MR. STEESE: Not if we perform the 

test. 

MS. KILGORE: We're not getting what 

we wanted, what we paid for. What we asked for was 

cooperative testing at the time we requested it. 

MR. STEESE: We can go to impasse. 

MS. LISTON: There's one other thing. 

In the SGAT -- there's a billing clause that says 

there's an overall billing dispute issue. So there 

are other ways and it's already in the SGAT to say, if 

you don't agree with your billing then you can dispute 

your billing issue. 

I think what we're saying here is, 

in the situations where we're at fault and we didn't 

perform the test and you waive the wanting of the test 

going forward, we're willing to say, we don't have to 

go to billing dispute, we'll waive the nonrecurring 

billing charges, same way as we do if we miss the 

appointment time. If that's still not enough, there's 

always the option you can go to a billing dispute 

issue. That's in the SGAT also. 

MS. CLAUSON: The language in the 

billing dispute that's in the SGAT does not relate 

the dispute to quality; isn't that correct? 

MR. STEESE: We have modified language 
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to circulate here today that incorporates much of what 

you brought to us yesterday. 

MS. CLAUSON: I'll wait for that. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't want to drag 

this one out a lot. 

Let me say that I take your point that 

this language doesn't respond precisely to cause and 

effect. But if we decide we want to argue about 

crafting a clause that does, then I think you're 

going to have to face the fact that Qwest gave you 

something -- is under certain circumstances willing 

to give you relief from paying for something that you 

did get, which is the rest of the nonrecurring charge. 

Just so you understand, this isn't a 

case where we start with, you already got something and 

this is just a fight about getting more. If you want 

to craft the clause better, it's going to be a fight 

about every aspect of it. This isn't a ratchet 

arrangement. 

I'm raising this to try to say, 

I could look at this and say I'm not sure it's the best 

justice, but it's at least some kind of a compromise 

and it gives you a little less of something, gives you 

a little more of something else. If you can't settle 

for it on that basis, I'm certainly willing to try to 
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take a shot at it on a straight-up basis. But you 

haven't established -- don't think you've established a 

floor for recovery and you're trying to move up from 

it. That's all I'm saying. I don't even know what 

these charges are. I don't know if the nonrecurring 

charge consists mostly of testing costs or only 

insignificantly of testing costs. I have no idea. 

MR. WILSON: I believe it's on the 

order of $100 extra. 

MR. ANTONUK: On top of, roughly, what? 

MR. WILSON: Couple hundred dollars. 

MR. STEESE: I think you said it well. 

We're trying to find a way we can practically implement 

and find some balance in the middle at the same time. 

That's where we're trying to find ourselves. 

I would prefer not to go to impasse, 

but if that's where we are, we can brief the issue. 

MS. KILGORE: That's fine. 

I would like to add something. Qwest's 

response was, it's too hard to do a discounted rate, so 

instead of trying to work for a solution on your end 

for billing, you've said if we want to dispute it we 

have to go through a dispute resolution process under 

billing. 

We're basically flip-flopping who has 
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to do the work to keep track of whether an adjustment 

is appropriate or not and try to make that happen. 

That's an observation. 

MS. LISTON: I went on record and 

shared the discussion we had as we worked through 

it to say it was too hard I don't think is fair 

characterization. What I said is, we look through the 

logistics of some of it, we're dealing with contract 

issues, we don't have coverage always to just go 

randomly changing your installation options and your 

billing options. 

What we looked for was something 

that would make it easy for both parties to deal with. 

We can waive a nonrecurring charge and it's a simple 

process. If you want to go ahead and say that the 

only reason we did it is because it was too difficult, 

I don't think it's fair. We took it to look for a 

win-win situation and a compromise situation. 

MS. BEWICK: I'm the one who brought 

this up. I put it out there not knowing what the 

implication are going to be. I'm not going to fall 

on my sword over this. I threw it out there as a 

thought. I haven't really put anything together 

in my mind over it. I'm not married to this. 

MR. STEESE: If I ask you this question 
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-- let's assume you're doing coordinated installations 

with cooperative testing. Would you prefer to have a 

situation where if we make a mistake 80 percent of 

the way through you get charge for 80 percent of the 

nonrecurring, waive the 20 percent or waive the entire 

thing? Basically it's looking at the flip, performance 

testing. We do the performance testing, it was delayed 

one time, not waiving the entire nonrecurring charge, 

does that balance look better to you or does it look 

better to try to do the percentage of what we've done 

across-the-board? 

MS. BEWICK: From our perspective only, 

I don't have the people in place to try to figure out 

what the percentage would be and to have to go through 

that. 

Just in thinking about it through what 

I can do in my company -- because as you know, Chuck, 

it's just like when you're trying to determine fault of 

who was there, who wasn't there, you'll end up going 

through the same process with what percentage of the 

installation was done according to whose thought. 

I don't know that I've got the resources to go through 

that. 

In thinking about it, if there was 

another party here who -- for instance, AT&T wanted 
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to go down this path, I think I'd let them. From 

New Edge's perspective, I would just as soon take 

what's here and move forward. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think there's another 

point. Even i f  you had the resources, if you're 

talking about $100 charge, it's not in anybody's 

interest to spend $300 to figure out how to split 

up $100. 

MS. BEWICK: Right. My question was 

really more based at where you went in the question 

to me, Mr. Antonuk, which was, what's the end result? 

It's just because I get involved in 

a whole lot of discussion with my folks about who was 

there, was cooperative testing done, then if there's 

trouble afterwards of, well, you didn't do cooperative 

testing therefore we would have known this earlier. 

I was trying to compensate somehow for that. 

It's gotten too complicated for my 

blood, so I'm willing to back o f f .  

MS. DeCOOK: One comment on the aspect 

that you may be able to resolve this through billing 

dispute process. It strikes me that the comment you 

just made is what is going to deter the use of a 

billing dispute process because then you're spending 

tons of money to resolve every single one of these. 
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Plus, I think once you have a provision in the contract 

that says here's the rule, it's very hard to then 

dispute that in the context of a billing dispute 

because Qwest is just going to say to whoever brings 

the dispute, well, the contract says X, and that's what 

your obligation is. 

I don't think going through the billing 

dispute process is the answer for this particular 

issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: It sure sounds like one 

that ought to be resolvable on a feels-good-to-both- 

sides basis. 

MR. STEESE: That's the question. 

If you're looking at this, we have attempted to waive 

the entire cooperative test nonrecurring charge where 

we aren't there. There are certain things we've done 

beyond that which we think we probably need to do for 

efficiency purposes to try and reach a compromise. 

I think Mr. Antonuk is right that these 

issues are all up for consideration if we're going to 

look at little piece parts. This, to us, was a 

practical compromise. 

MS. DeCOOK: I'll be practical about 

this too. Frankly, we've tried cooperative testing 

and it hasn't worked, so we're not going to fall on 
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our sword trying to enforce a cooperative testing 

mechanism that we've given up on. If we feel like we 

need something in addition to this down the road, we'll 

do it through our own negotiation process. 

MR. STEESE: We can close this one out? 

MS. KILGORE: Yes. 

MS. YOUNG: I think I understood you to 

say that if the time is missed, the entire installation 

NRCs are waived. But if the testing piece of it is 

rescheduled, then just the charge for the test NRC 

would be reinstituted, or did I misunderstand you? 

MS. LISTON: There are two parts. 

We have a coordinated installation -- and we'll use 

the example, coordinated installation with cooperative 

testing. If we miss the appointment time by 30 

minutes, the nonrecurring charge for that installation 

omission is waived. 

Let's say we make the appointment. 

So we start it on time and we think we're going to 

be able to charge but we don't do the cooperative 

testing because of our own fault, then we'll waive the 

nonrecurring charge in that situation also. So we have 

two different situations where we would be waiving the 

entire nonrecurring charge. If we miss the appointment 

time by 30 minutes, we'll waive it; if we don't perform 
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the cooperative test, we'll waive it. 

MR. STEESE: When can go on to Loop 11. 

MS. LISTON: Loop 11 deals with 

unbundled loops and number portability. Exhibit JML-27 

of my rebuttal testimony displays the process flows 

associated with unbundled loops with number 

portability. It spells out the various scenarios in 

terms of how we would handle different kinds of 

situations. 

The coordinator/tester has the overall 

responsibility within Qwest for working through, 

keeping those orders tied together -- the loop order 
in the number portability. 

Yesterday we discussed a little bit 

around number portability issue. The actual porting 

of the number is the CLEC responsibility. The way we 

would basically be handling the situation is, we would 

do the lift and lay in the central office. At the time 

the central office is done, they would notify the 

coordinator internally within Qwest they've completed 

the central office work, coordinator would be able to 

notify the CLEC that the physical work has been done, 

then we go ahead and call to make sure the translation 

work is completed. 

MR. WILSON: I believe you said 
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yesterday that the difference between the coordinated 

cut and the basic is that there's no notification back 

to the CLEC. 

MS. LISTON: The difference is 

the upfront notification. So on the coordinated 

installation before we even begin anything we would 

contact the CLEC saying we're ready to start. That 

does not occur on a basic. 

MR. WILSON: But on the basic you would 

call once the cutover of the loop is done? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, we do. 

MS. LISTON: The CLEC training includes 

information regarding unbundled loops and number 

portability. There's a one LSR form so that when a 

CLEC actually wants to do an unbundled loop with number 

portability they issue one order and we make sure we 

relate both the new connect and the disconnect 

together. 

MR. STEESE: One of the related issue. 

Yesterday afternoon Mr. Wilson asked a question about 

what is a managed cut. I was able to confirm. 

A managed cut is where it is number portability with 

a CLEC-provided loop. A coordinated cut involves 

Qwest-provided unbundled loop as well. That is the 

distinction in terminology between the two. 
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MS. DeCOOK: Is it Qwest's position 

that a managed cut is unavailable for an unbundled 

loop? 

MS. LISTON: Based on what I learned 

yesterday, the managed cut strictly is when it is not 

Qwest facilities. So it would be -- it would not 

involve an unbundled loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: When did Qwest change its 

position in that regard? Because we've had extensive 

negotiations with Qwest on managed cuts for unbundled 

loops and we've got a contract amendment that was 

worked through just for that purpose. I'm somewhat 

curious as to the change in position. 

MS. LISTON: That's why when I said 

yesterday about the managed cut I was surprised. 

Within unbundled loop arena I've not heard of managed 

cuts at all but rather we would do a coordinated 

installation where we would have the appointment time. 

What I'm not sure is how the contract 

language -- if we are in a semantic issue or not, I'm 
not sure. The managed cuts, my understanding based on 

what we learned yesterday, is that it is associated 

with number port and CLEC facilities. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's my recollection of 

how the discussion happened in the LNP workshop, which 
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I happen to know, having just written that. 

M S .  DeCOOK: Actually that was a 

disputed issue in the number portability workshop. 

Frankly, I think AT&T is very 

surprised by Qwest's position that managed cuts are 

only available for CLEC-provided loops because we 

entered into those negotiations with Qwest, from my 

understanding, before we even had a broadband entry. 

So a CLEC-provided loop entry. 

I would ask Ken, if he would, 

to describe what our understanding is of what the 

managed cut process is and why it's different from the 

coordinated installation that Ms. Liston has described. 

MR. ANTONUK: What you want him to do 

is talk about what it is to you or what you think it is 

to Qwest? 

MS. DeCOOK: What our understanding of 

what we negotiated was. 
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MR. WILSON: My take of the difference 

in a managed cut and a coordinated cut was that, as 

Ms. Liston has described here, coordinated cut is where 

Qwest calls the CLEC before the cut, tells them it's 

going to happen, and then calls them after it's done 

and tells them it has happened. 

The description of the managed cut was 
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that a conference call is set up, people are on the 

line for the total duration of the cutover, there's a 

charge for number of people and the time involved. So 

there's hand-holding on both sides through the whole 

process. 

I believe AT&T is actually using 

that in some of its large customers where we do use 

unbundled Tls today. I'm not positive of that, but I 

believe that we have done that and I believe we want to 

do that in the future, because for a large business 

customer you want to make sure that all T l s  get cut 

over, because it may be a large cutover. You want to 

make sure that all of the loops are cut over and all 

the numbers are ported properly. It's usually done 

after hours because business doesn't want to be 

interrupted. 

It was set up in a very specific way, 

and my recollection of the discussion during number 

portability workshop in multi-state was to that effect, 

that it was a lengthy process with people on the line 

the whole time. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me weigh in and 

tell you what I remember and see if this is in line 

with what you're saying. 

The concept of a managed cut wasn't 
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peculiarly defined to deal with the narrow issue of 

CLEC-provided loops where number portability had to be 

closely coordinated with the cutover. Managed cuts 

were something else that I thought was not particularly 

well-defined in the workshop. But the way they came 

into the number portability discussion was, from 

Qwest's point of view you couldn't question get a 

coordinated cut if you were providing the loop so the 

only thing you could get was a managed cut if you were 

worried about making sure that the disconnect for 

porting issue was there. 

MR. WILSON: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: The precise dimensions of 

what else a managed cut is or applies to I don't think 

we ever talked about a whole lot. 

MS. DeCOOK: As I understand it, 

the way the SGAT is constructed, the coordinated 

installation that's set forth in the loop section does 

not have any relationship to the porting, so it's not 

coordinating the cut and the port but it's coordinating 

just the installation of the loop. Where you go to 

find the coordination of the unbundled loop and the 

port is in the LNP section. 

You haven't seen this, but we've 

tracked that section over time. 1 have at least one 
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SGAT from Arizona where Qwest has a provision that 

talks about coordination of unbundled loops, nothing 

about coordination of CLEC-provided Loops, and the 

managed cut section resides in that SGAT in that 

section. So clearly, based on that, it was at least 

at one point intended to encompass the coordination of 

unbundled loops in LNP. 

I think when AT&T started raising 

the issue of coordination of CLEC-provided loopsf the 

managed cut process provided Qwest a vehicle for doing 

that and they've used it for that purpose. But I don't 

think it's a fair representation to say that it now 

applies exclusively to CLEC-provided loops. 

MR. ANTONUK: "It" being the managed 

cut? 

MS. DeCOOK: The managed cut process. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm losing my frame of 

reference in a number of cases here. 

I also thought managed cuts were some 

broader concept that had a specific applicability in 

the number portability situation where the CLEC was 

providing a loop. But my understanding of them was 

that they basically were covering more commonly just 

the large business cutovers, where there was a need for 

more than what was called coordination management being 
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an aggressive form of -- a more robust form of 

coordination. 

Is that not right to the way Qwest 

understands it? I've got another problem too, so 

even if you get this one I'll give you another one. 

MS. LISTON: I don't know the 

discussion that occurred during the managed. 

What I do know is that within the 

unbundled loop with the coordinated installation 

option, if that service includes number portability, 

that coordination is part of the process. 

MR. ANTONUK: That was the second 

issue. I think Ms. DeCook just said it didn't sound 

like she's sure of that, right? I was sure of what 

Qwest said before and I had kind of had been counting 

on it. 

MS. DeCOOK: If you look at their SGAT 

and look at their documentation, and Ken can speak to 

this, it doesn't show the coordination with LNP. 

MR. WILSON: If you look at the JML-27, 

coordinated cut with local number portability, the 

number portability process actually isn't on here. 

That would be the sending of the trigger, the impact, 

the unlocking of 911, et cetera. That's just not on 

here. This is really -- 
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MR. ANTONUK: This is what? 

MR. WILSON: JML-27, diagram that 

shows -- that's their coordinated cut with local number 

portability process. It's really just the coordination 

with the CLEC of the cutover, the loop. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm already done with 

LNP. I wrote that part. 

Let me go back here. You, Mr. Wilson, 

asked for -- you used the word "coordination." You 

wanted coordination, by which I interpreted to mean you 

wanted number portability coordinated such that you 

would not have the mismatch of the disconnects. 

I thought that whole discussion that we had in LNP left 

us with the clear conclusion that Qwest was offering 

you that if you got a coordinated cut with a UNE loop. 

I don't know what the heck that exhibit 

says because I haven't looked at it yet, but I thought 

Qwest had said in no uncertain terms that they would 

not -- if it was a coordinated cut and they were 

providing the loop as a UNE, you would not have the 

timing mismatch with which you are concerned. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think the difference is, 

there are different layers of coordination. There's 

standard coordination which is what you see described 

in the loop section. There's also the managed cut 
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process which provides you with an additional layer 

of coordination for the big business customer where 

they've got a time-specific probably on a weekend, or 

whatever, after hours where they want their cutovers 

done at a particular time so they don't go down, so 

they don't lose business. That was what managed cut 

was designed specifically to address. Where people 

are on a conference call, people are hand-holding each 

other through the entire process. 

It's much more than the standard 

coordination installation that's set forth in the 

unbundled loop section. 

MR. ANTONUK: What's missing now? 

Is what's missing, from AT&T's perspective, a 

sufficient definition of what "coordination'' means 

in the simpler cases or are we only worried now about 

whether the concept of what you're calling a management 

cut is adequately defined and it's clear where you can 

use it? 

MS. DeCOOK: For purposes of this 

workshop -- I'll set aside the CLEC-provided issue when 

we've already dealt with extensively. It's now based 

upon Qwest's statements. It's now questionable as to 

whether we can get a managed cut for an unbundled loop. 

That's our concern here. 
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MR. ANTONUK: Thanks. I don't have to 

go rewrite LNP at least. 

MS. CLAUSON: I was getting concerned 

because it seems like the definition of coordination is 

getting more limited than we had understood it from the 

previous discussion. 

When we've got an existing customer, 

you've got the loop and the port, and we expect that 

all to be coordinated as part of this. The problem 

with defining that too narrowly would be that then we'd 

have to pay those extra charges and we think that's 

already included in this charge. 

In fact, as I raised yesterday, our 

understanding was with the new hot cut center that the 

CLEC would be on the line with Qwest whenever possible. 

Qwest is saying that right now that's not their 

understanding of that but they're going to have a CLEC 

forum and maybe that will be worked out. We think some 

of that coordination is already included in these 

costs, then if it goes out-of-hours you do some more 

coordination. 

So I agree you've got to clarify 

whether you get your managed cut with that, but don't 

do it by limiting what we get with coordination for 

what we've already paid for. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22  

2 3  

2 4  

25  

4 4  

M S .  DeCOOK: I'm not trying to suggest 

there should be any change in the SGAT folr coordinated 

installations. But there is a defined set of 

provisions in the LNP section that detail the managed 

cut process. 

What I understood at the time we 

entered into these workshops was that that applied to 

both -- from Qwest's position, that that applied to 

both the unbundled loop coordination and they were 

seeking to apply it to CLEC-provided loop coordination. 

Now I'm hearing them say that it doesn't apply to 

unbundled loops, and that's our issue. We're not 

trying to rewrite the coordinated installation section. 

MR. ANTONUK: What you're saying is 

perfectly consistent. 

I remember one of the problems you 

expressed with the application of managed cuts to LNP 

for CLEC-provided loops was that you -- you said this, 

at the time, you thought it was a much bigger, more 

expensive and time-consuming process that was more 

apropos to large business interests. There's 

consistency here in what you're saying. I guess that 

does leave us with, what do managed cuts apply to? 

MS. LISTON: I want to answer a 

different question. 
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In Exhibit 27 -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Does anybody have a hard 

copy of that? The electronic copy -- I can't make it 

legible with either my screen or the much better screen 

Bill has here. 

MS. LISTON: When we did the exhibit, 

we really looked at it from what the loop with the 

number portability is. Primarily the provisioning 

of the loop. We did not do all the steps associated 

with the CLEC having to do their porting, the triggers 

being set. We didn't do a whole lot of those steps. 

We wanted to show it from when we're doing the 

provisioning of the loop, what actually happens. 

If you look towards the bottom of the 

page, it shows that once -- box seven, the implementer 

calls the central office for the lift and lay to start. 

The tech does their work, then the implementer calls 

the CLEC to say that the work is completed, the CLEC 

says okay, that's then when we call over for our 

translation to be done for the disconnect. That's the 

linkage for the translation piece €or the number 

portability. 

When you think about the number 

portability, what we're saying is, what we have to 

do is disconnect that loop from the Qwest network. 
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It involves issuing that disconnect order. We do it 

strictly at a translation end. That's when the 

translation work gets done, is after the CLEC says it's 

okay to go ahead and do the translation work. Then 

finally, our translation, labeled as the RCMAC, that's 

where the translation gets done for the disconnect. 

That's the linkage between the number portability 

piece and the unbundled loop. 

MR. STEESE: When you look at a pure 

LNP, what we'd call it from our perspective, LNP were 

CLEC-provided loop, in that particular situation the 

CLEC would be doing the lift and the lay, correct? 

Why is it that additional coordination is sometimes 

required between making sure LNP is ready, making sure 

the translations are done, and making sure that the 

lift and lay are done at the appropriate time? 

MS. LISTON: What we're looking at in 

a scenario for the unbundled loop, and I think that's 

what the question was, is that we have several pieces 

taking place simultaneously and that is that we have to 

-- you're transferring a customer from the Qwest switch 

over to the CLEC. We have to do the lift and lay to 

run the jumpers, bring them across, and then connect 

it to the collo., then also do the disconnect of the 

existing Qwest service so that when the whole thing is 
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done the calls will be generated and they'll go through 

to the CLEC. 

The other piece that has to be done, 

CLEC has to do the translation to port that telephone 

number and make it theirs instead of a Qwest number. 

That's the piece the CLEC has to do. We didn't lay 

out all the piece parts in terms of what actually 

occurs with number portability in here, because my 

understanding is, number portability was a different 

workshop and specifics in terms of number portability 

were discussed there. We wanted to show the final link 

between how we tie those two pieces together. 

MS. DeCOOK: What is the FOC interval 

for a coordinated installation? Is it the standard FOC 

interval ? 

MR. STEESE: What type of loop? 

MS. DeCOOK: To get a basic analog 

loop.  

MS. LISTON: Today it's 24 hours. 

MS. DeCOOK: With a coordinated 

installation, when does the interval start? 

MS. LISTON: Interval always starts at 

application date. 

MS. DeCOOK: Which is one distinction 

between the managed cut process and the coordinated 
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installation that's provided for in the loop section. 

The managed cut process, because you 

have the significant negotiation about when you're 

going to establish the frame due time because of the 

customer's specific needs, the managed cut process says 

that the FOC interval doesn't begin until you complete 

negotiations about the frame due tame. So it's 

not the standard. 

M S .  LISTON: I didn't go through the 

discussion with LNP with managed cuts. But I keep 

hearing that we're talking about very large customer. 

Is that always traditionally the case? Is a managed 

cut always in the situation where you have over 25 

loops? 

MS. DeCOOK: I think because of 

the charges associated with it, that it's not limited 

to that, but that's when it's usually applied because 

otherwise you can't justify the cost without being able 

to spread it across a large customer's charges. 

MS. LISTON: If you look at the 

unbundled loop situation, we do say anything over 

25 loops is considered a special project, ICB. 

Internally, within the ICB, the special contract 

issues, that's when we do the overall coordination with 

the account team and work would be able to be done to 
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say, how are we going to manage this project? 

Is it called a managed cut? I've not 

heard that term in unbundled loops. We look at it and 

say, how are we going to coordinate this project when 

it's over the 25 lines? 

MS. DeCOOK: That creates another 

problem for a large application. If you have to go ICB 

to get a coordinated install, whereas the managed cut 

process has been defined, does have a price, it's not 

based on a per-line charge, it's based on time and 

materials. So it's already been defined, negotiated, 

and now it seems to be that Qwest is taking it away and 

forcing us into an ICB for a large business customer. 

MR. STEESE: It's an ICB interval, 

not an ICB rate. That interval is -- when you get the 
large cuts on the LNP side you get to a point -- I 

don't remember what the numbers are, but you also 

get to a point where it's ICB in terms of interval. 

This is just the interval piece, this 

is not the rate piece. 

MS. DeCOOK: The managed cut section 

says that the standard interval will apply to a managed 

cut. So if what you're saying is that the interval is 

ICB, then we've lost our interval. 

MR. ANTONUK: They're saying the 
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standard interval is ICB at certain levels of size, 

I think. 

MS. DeCOOK: At a certain point you 

lose the standard interval and you have to go ICB, but 

the managed process cut says that the standard interval 

applies. 

MR. ANTONUK: I thought what he was 

saying was at some size the standard interval becomes 

ICB. 

MR. STEESE: For LNP by itself, that's 

absolutely correct. 

MR. ANTONUK: You get the standard 

interval. 

MS. DeCOOK: In the LNP workshop Qwest 

said that for unbundled loops a standard interval is 

the unbundled loop standard interval, not the LNP 

interval. You can't look at the LNP interval, you've 

got to look at the unbundled loop provisioning 

interval. 

MR. STEESE: We're talking the same 

thing here. If you're providing an unbundled loop, we 

have intervals. We talked about those at length in day 

one. I don't remember. It's 25 or more analog loops a 

ICB standard interval. For LNP, looking at Exhibit C 

-- and I don't have the intervals for LNP but something 
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tells me if it's your loops it's 50. I don't know that 

to be true or not. But at some point the LNP standard 

interval by itself also gets to an ICB standard 

interval. 

MS. DeCOOK: This is all very 

interesting, but we still come back to the central 

issue, which is, we understood that we had negotiated 

a managed cut process for unbundled loops and now it 

appears -- for coordination of unbundled loops and 

porting, and now it appears it no longer exists in the 

SGAT . 
Ken, did you have some things you 

wanted to say? 

MR. ANTONUK: That was a question I 

think I asked Ms. Liston. She answered a different 

question. 

MR. WILSON: I think that's the central 

issue here. I have some other issues on the flow 

chart, but let's answer this one first. 

MR. ANTONUK: Ms. DeCook, does the SGAT 

provide for managed cuts as opposed to coordinated cuts 

for UNE loops? 

MS. LISTON: What we were just 

conferring about was, I wanted to see if it's the 

terminology issue, because for our large loop  cutovers 
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under coordinated installation option, we work with the 

CLEC in terms of making that coordination cut happen. 

I haven't been able to confirm we used the term 

"managed cut." But we work with them to say when we're 

doing it, how we're doing it. Do you want us to stay 

on the line with you? Those piece parts. 

In terms of whether or not it's called 

managed cut or whether it's under that, I'm not sure on 

that piece of information right now. 

MR. ANTONUK: "Managed" means you want 

them on the line for as long as you're willing to keep 

them on the line? 

MS. DeCOOK: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: Do you understand that? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know. 

MS. DeCOOK: There are specific 

negotiated provisions that relate to managed cuts that 

appear in the LNP section and do not appear in the 

coordinated cut section. 

The conclusion is that it's a 

terminology issue, that's all well and good. But the 

specifics of the managed cut process need to be brought 

in somehow into the unbundled loop section. 

MR. STEESE: If it would be acceptable, 

rather than going through a number of additional 



1 

2 

3 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20  

2 1  

22 

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

5 3  

issues, whether it be at the break or otherwise, if we 

could collect our thoughts, get Ms. Bumgarner on the 

phone as well, who is very familiar with all of these 

issues. Rather than wasting time with us floundering 

here, let's make sure we understand completely. 

MR. ANTONUK: Mr. Wilson, there were a 

couple other things you wanted to talk about in this 

context? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. My issue with JML-27 

is mostly the problem that this diagram doesn't have 

a fault state when Qwest cannot, for some reason, 

actually cut over the loop. It needs to be a fault 

path. 

MR. ANTONUK: Where are we generally on 

the chart, Mr. Wilson? 

MR. WILSON: It's box 7 and 8 -- box 8. 

CO tech performs lift and lay work and notifies 

implementer. 

The question is, what happens when they 

can't do that? Either their scheduling is off and they 

don't -- it's toward the end of the day, it doesn't get 

done, or as we said yesterday, it's an -- they discover 
it's an IDLC loop and they can't cut it over. 

MR. ANTONUK: Are we in now what you 

would call a coordinated cut versus a managed cut? 
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MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm assuming it's a 

managed cut they're telling you realtime they can't 

do it. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. We're in a 

coordinated cut and we need a fault process. I asked 

Ms. Liston what would happen yesterday and she had an 

answer but it's not on the chart here. 

MR. ANTONUK: There's no burden to call 

you until they're ready to close. If they're not ready 

to close, you're in suspense. 

MR. WILSON: Right. 

MS. LISTON: What we wound up doing 

in the exhibit -- and maybe there were better ways of 

doing the exhibit, but we presented three different 

scenarios. 

First scenario is where everything goes 

along just fine. We did not present every possible 

scenario. I did three different flow charts with three 

scenarios. The second flow chart is when the CLEC 

cancels the cut, what happens? The last one is, when 

the CLEC was not ready on due date. This was in 

response to questions that came up at a previous 

workshop and we said we would provide the scenario 

flows for each one of those different kinds of 
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scenarios we discussed. I wound up doing snapshots of 

separate three different types of scenarios within my 

exhibit. 

If you look at the one where the CLEC 

is not ready on due date, the very last one. 

MR. WILSON: I note all of your 

examples are CLEC problems. There isn't a single one 

here when there's a Qwest problem. 

The major problem we have is that when 

there is a chance of a disconnect. The chance of a 

disconnect happens when you can't perform the lift and 

lay, as we heard extensively in Colorado. I think 

that's the one we need to see here. It's kind of 

the mirror problem of the big issue we had in number 

portability with disconnects. This is the place where 

we need to see what happens with coordinated cutover. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's focus on what 

happens between the two boxes we're talking about. 

On the first chart, when you can't accomplish the lift 

and lay work that's shown in box 8, what happens then? 

MS. LISTON: In that scenario--our 

implementer/tester is the one that has the overall 

control--they would call the CLEC to say we've 

encountered a problem, that notification would occur 

back to the CLEC. Simultaneously, they would call over 
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to our translations organization to say there's 

trouble, don't work the disconnect issue. Then we 

would be putting the order -- it depends on the 

situation what happens. If it's a situation where we 

find IDLC and we can't actually provision it that day, 

we would go into a held status where we're looking for 

alternative facilities. The orders both for the number 

portability and for the unbundled loop are then -- 

because we've got them related to the systems, we would 

then go ahead and put them both in a jeopardy status 

and put both the new connect and disconnect in jeopardy 

status so they would both be held. Then within our 

group that does the overall coordination for held 

orders, then responsible for keeping those two orders 

together and making sure that the new connect and 

disconnect actually work together. 

The way we've got the flow chart done 

with these scenarios, they're pieces that could be for 

the other scenarios also. We didn't show all the 

scenarios. 

MR. WILSON: Is that laid out on a 

Qwest process flow somewhere? 

MS. LISTON: It's laid out in terms of 

their overall MMPs which would relate to the process 

flow. 
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MR. WILSON: So it is on an MMP 

somewhere? 

MS. LISTON: Yes, it is. 

MR. WILSON: Could we see that? 

MR. STEESE: Can we do it as a 

late-filed exhibit? 

MR. ANTONUK: Is the argument not so 

much that you're unhappy with what she described, you 

want some verification there's some -- that this is all 

regularized somewhere internal to Qwest? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: If we can make it as a 

late-filed exhibit, we'll try and get it done this week 

-- try to get it done this week, and send it out 

electronically to the super list. I don't know how 

difficult it would be to gather. 

MS. DeCOOK: If we have questions 

about the exhibit, the document, and we need some 

clarification, I'd like to be able to do it in this 

works hop. 

MR. ANTONUK: This would be the best 

time. 

MR. STEESE: We're seeing what we can 

do to get that here. 

MS. DeCOOK: Thanks. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

5 8  

MS. CLAUSON: I have a question about 

the process that was just described. 

I think that discussion was set up as 

falling between boxes 7 and 8; is that correct? 

MS. LISTON: That would be in a 

situation where we don't know it until due date. 

MS. CLAUSON: That's a day of cut 

issue? 

MS. LISTON: Right. 

MS. CLAUSON: At any time is it true 

Qwest normally does or is supposed to do prework before 

that? Where is the prework on here? Which box would 

that be? 

MS. LISTON: Any of the prework in 

terms of the central office is not shown on this chart 

either. 

MS. CLAUSON: If you have a method of 

procedure I think we need two fault paths. One, if the 

prework isn't successful, what happens? I guess the 

first scenario would be, if the prework shows a problem 

at the point of prework you find pair gain, what 

happens? Are you notifying the CLEC so they know 

it might be in jeopardy? What happens there? 

The second one is the fault path that 

Ken Wilson described which is, if you don't find it at 
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the prework stage and it happens on the day of cut, 

what's the process? If you have methods and procedure 

for both of those, otherwise you're going to. Do you 

know if your MMPs show intervals, like how many hours 

in advance of the cut you do the prework? 

MS. LISTON: I just saw some new MMPs 

with the new center we created for hut cuts. In those 

MMPs there are -- within the hot cuts there are 

specific intervals associated with that. Outside of 

the new center we created whether their MMPs had hours 

on them or not. 

MS. CLAUSON: If there are intervals 

in there and a CLEC wanted to rely on that -- for 

example, let's say Qwest normally does the prework 48 

hours in advance of the cut; will those intervals then 

be in the Pcat or a tech pub, something other than an 

internal document, so that the CLEC plans when would we 

get a notice? If someone at Eschelon is going to train 

their person when they might get a notice that you 

found pair gain, how will they plan that? Where will 

that be in the documentation? 

MS. LISTON: I don't think that's in 

any of the documentation right now. I'm not sure if 

that's part of the industry forum discussion with the 

new center or not. 
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MS. CLAUSON: One thing you'd 

mentioned, if it impacts the CLEC you would try to 

document that in some way. It would impact the CLEC 

because they plan on that, so we would be hoping to 

see documentation on that. 

MR. STEESE: Can we move to the next 

issue and see if we can't get some of the information 

to make the discussion more probative? 

MR. ANTONUK: I want to make sure 

Mr. Wilson had gotten through his list of things. 

I'd hate for you to go home with half your homework in 

your book bag. I think we're pretty close to break 

time anyway. 

Actually, before we break, anything 

else on the Loop 11 issue? You had a couple things you 

wanted to talk about. You had a couple; you want a 

couple more? 

MR. WILSON: I think that was the main 

one. I understand they didn't want to clutter it with 

all of the number portability issues. I think main one 

was getting the number portability in the disconnect 

stopped when there's a problem. 

MR. ANTONUK: We'll be at rest until 

10:30. 

(Recess taken. ) 
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(Exhibits WS6-QWE-JML-23 and 24 were 

marked for identification purposes.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's go back on the 

record. 

We have two exhibits marked. The first 

is WS6-QWE-JML-23, some proposed language for Section 

5.4.4 and it relates to issue Loop 6B. Let's proceed 

with that then one, then I'll identify the other one 

when we come to it. 

MR. STEESE: What we attempted to do 

here was simply pulling the concept Ms. Clauson talked 

about. We did have in Section 5.4 language on billing 

disputes. This seemed like the appropriate place to 

put it. That if there's a billing dispute including 

service type related and we pulled the language very 

close to verbatim in, then that would be something 

that could be handled in that fashion, as Ms. Clauson 

recommended. 

MS. CLAUSON: As I look at the language 

in 5.4.4 -- I gave my only hard copy to you so I can't 
compare the two. But one difference I see is, before 

the way it was structured is, if Qwest delivers service 

of poor quality it will reimburse the CLEC for things 

including but not limited to, that kind of concept. 

Someone else actually has it here. It has been 
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altered. It limits what you can -- what the dispute 
will be limited to, to the cost of the service or 

installation, and perhaps other costs that could be 

associated with it. 

So while I do appreciate your adding 

the language listing the kinds of problems that were 

caused, I think the concept -- you can already bring 

any billing dispute you want. The concept you're 

trying to get across is that idea we talked about 

yesterday about, if you didn't get what you paid 

for and you're the one who is getting paid with the 

bills -- 

MR. STEESE: What do you think is 

missing? 

MS. CLAUSON: I think in the first 

sense is what's missing, characterizing it as a billing 

dispute, but the sentence from the contract that isn't 

there is that Qwest will reimburse the co-provider. 

So there is a right to get reimbursement when that 

happens if it's Qwest's fault. 

MR. STEESE: I don't understand how 

it's not there when it says in the second sentence, 

Qwest will credit CLEC for the cost of the service or 

installation at issue. 

MS. CLAUSON: You did rearrange it 
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so the fault section goes later. If such service or 

installation problems are determined to have been 

caused by Qwest, Qwest will credit CLEC for the cost 

of the service or installation at issue. 

What you've done is make the first 

sentence apply generally back and forth to either a 

CLEC- or a Qwest-caused billing dispute even though 

the situation here is, we're paying you when it arises. 

Maybe that's okay, because in the second sentence you 

say if it's caused by Qwest, Qwest will credit CLEC. 

It just limits it to the cost of the service or 

installation at issue and the CLEC may have incurred 

other costs. It might say something like Qwest will 

credit CLEC accordingly, or something like that. 

MR. STEESE: We were talking yesterday 

about the cost of the conditioning. The cost of the 

service or installation at issue, that would be the 

cost of conditioning that would be credited. 

MS. CLAUSON: I'm not suggesting this 

as a substitute for AT&T's language. When there is a 

situation where you can identify a particular thing 

that's going to be waived and what the remedy is--1 

think Qwest Exhibit 10 is an example of that--it should 

be stated. By putting it in the general terms and 

conditions section, it's more of a default to that 
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if you haven't been able to identify a particular 

quality problem that would lead to this. So this is 

in addition to things like Exhibit 10 that we just went 

through, not instead of. 

So I don't think when you're doing a 

general terms and conditions clause you can say, as 

we sit here today, that it will just be the NRC or 

whatever. It will be -- Qwest will credit CLEC 

accordingly, then as part of that billing dispute 

process you'll determine what it is? 

MR. STEESE: Give me an example of 

something you don't think would be covered. 

MS. CLAUSON: Let me tell you, if a 

cutover goes bad and the customer is out for a long 

period of time and there are -- not only do you waive 

the NRC but you get the customer back, the experience 

is so bad the customer goes back to CLEC, that's one of 

the examples other CLECs had given. In that situation 

your cost may go beyond the NRC. 

MR. STEESE: To be what? 

MS. CLAUSON: I don't know. Because we 

can't predict it--1 think here this is a general terms 

and conditions clause--so I don't think you can limit 

in advance what it covers. 

MR. STEESE: Are you talking about 
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potentially lost profits and lost revenue? 

MS. CLAUSON: If you've got another 

section that covers that -- 

MR. STEESE: Limitations of liability? 

MS. CLAUSON: That would include what's 

there for either party, but I'm not willing to say that 

there's not some cost besides the service or 

installation at issue that's incurred. 

MR. STEESE: Why don't I make this 

suggestion. I know that this workshop has become large 

already. I was hopeful that we would do two things. 

You would see we're willing to put language like this 

in the SGAT that you can now see. I was hoping maybe 

we could resolve it. But if we can't and you want to 

think about it in a broader context in conjunction with 

limitations of liability and other parallel general 

provisions, then the right discussion of that probably 

is in the general terms workshop. We can get this 

language to the people that are going to be overseeing 

that workshop and make sure that they bring this 

language forward at the appropriate moment, and how it 

works with other provisions can be dealt with there. 

MS. CLAUSON: I would be willing to 

resolve it here by saying Qwest will credit CLEC for 

the cost of the service or installation at issue or 
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other costs agreed upon or resolved through the dispute 

resolution process. 

MR. STEESE: Hearing what you've said, 

I'm not comfortable putting in things like lost revenue 

and et cetera. 

MS. CLAUSON: I'm not putting those 

in because there's already limitations of liability 

provision that say won't include that. You won't get 

those in a billing dispute process because the 

limitations liability would prohibit that. 

MR. STEESE: I'm not comfortable going 

any farther than we have right here at this point. 

I haven't gone back to compare to the limitations of 

liability, and there is also the performance assurance 

plan overlaid on top of this. I think that I would 

need to think about that long and hard. 

So if we're willing to go -- if we need 
to get to that point, I think general terms is the 

right place to go when all of those issues are talked 

about collectively. 

MS. CLAUSON: Alternative proposal: 

Put this in but agree for the cost of service that 

installation at issue could be dealt with in a cost 

docket. Someone wouldn't be precluded saying there 

shouldn't be some other costs in that situation. 
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MR. STEESE: It's hard to look at this 

in a cost docket context because you're determining 

their NRCs and recurring rates. We're saying we'll 

credit. You're saying you might have something more 

that you want to recover. We've already gotten to the 

point where the costs are costed out. The question is, 

what more do you think you're entitled to recover, 

which I think is a general terms discussion. 

MS. CLAUSON: What about saying Qwest 

will credit CLEC, at a minimum, for the cost of the 

service or installation at issue, therefore you don't 

get into a billing dispute if that's all they're 

seeking. If they're seeking something else, you go 

through your process. 

MR. STEESE: That one is absolutely 

unacceptable. It suggests there's something more 

than that that would be appropriate, and I don't see us 

going there. 

I think the language you see is as 

far as we can go in this workshop. If you want to go 

farther than that, we're going to have to put it to the 

general terms language. 

M S .  CLAUSON: What about putting in the 

first sentence now and putting the second sentence in 

the general terms and conditions? 
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MR. STEESE: I'm telling you that we're 

willing to bring this language forward in general 

terms. It's not as if it's going to disappear. 

To me, this language would be going forward there. 

MS. CLAUSON: We'll put it in the 

general terms and conditions. 

Again, I'm not proposing as a 

substitute for any other specific provision where you 

can agree, as you did in Exhibit 10, to what the remedy 

would be. It's more of a fall-back provision. 

MR. STEESE: We understand that. 

MS. KILGORE: I would agree. I think 

that the discussion of how to resolve billing disputes 

is properly held in the general terms and conditions 

workshop. 

I would like to point out, if this 

is a response, and I think it is, to Qwest's proposed 

language on the conditioning cost, one of the problems 

I see with 5.4.4 is that it limits a CLEC's ability to 

raise a billing issue to 30 days after receipt of the 

bill. I don't know that we would know at that point 

that there's an issue with the conditioning charges. 

Again, I think this is something 

that can be talked about in that workshop. But the 

limitation in this section is problematic from AT&T's 
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perspective. 

MR. STEESE: That doesn't make any 

sense. You would know if I have a conditioning issue 

on day one before the bill ever were to come. The bill 

comes a period of time afterward; how would you not 

know you have a conditioning issue 60 days after the 

conditioning was performed and the loop was turned 

over? 

MS. KILGORE: Not necessarily. 

One of the things we talked about was 

service quality problems. If they're up and down, in 

and out of service, that may not become something that 

we want to go seek resolution of until 30 days after 

installation, for example. By that time we would have 

already received a bill. I don't know that we'd know 

to raise the issue within 30 days of receipt of the 

bill. That's all I'm saying. 

To see this short a time frame is not 

acceptable. 

MS. DeCOOK: Rather than spending 

time on this particular provision here, since it is a 

general terms and conditions that we've all agreed to 

defer to that discussion, why don't we reserve our 

arguments until then. 

MR. STEESE: Fair enough. 
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MR. ANTONUK: We're going to be arguing 

in G&T, the general terms and conditions workshop, all 

of issue 6B? 

MS. DeCOOK: No. 6B meaning the 

conditioning charge issue. I think we're at impasse 

there. You understand our position. We may tweak our 

language some to more accurately reflect our position 

and try to bring in issues that have been addressed in 

this workshop and present that to you in our brief. 

MR. STEESE: Despite this, we're going 

to brief it. Tell me what we're briefing. Are we 

briefing the fact we're getting an asset or the fact 

that we should reimburse you at all? What are we 

briefing? We put in here, if there's a problem, we 

reimburse. I don't understand what we're briefing 

any longer. 

MS. DeCOOK: We're briefing the issue 

that's set forth in the loop  workshop. This is a much 

broader issue and this is fine for general terms and 

conditions and it should be there. But it doesn't 

address the conditioning charge issue. 

We're not willing to go through a 

billing dispute process to try to figure out fault and 

all of that sort of thing. We want it spelled out for 

conditioning charges. We don't want left it open for 
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dispute in this broad general language. 

MR. STEESE: I only want to make sure 

what I'm briefing when we brief it. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think we delinked 

this billing language from the dispute about Loop D 

conditioning. 

MR. STEESE: Are we briefing the issue, 

if there's problem with the line within X number of 

days afterwards that it's presumptively our fault? 

MS. DeCOOK: The issue is whether a 

CLEC should be required to pay conditioning charges 

if at no fault of their own but because of Qwest's 

problems the customer returns to Qwest. 

MR. STEESE: How do we know it's no 

fault of their own? You're saying it's presumptively 

us if they come back to us. 

MR. ANTONUK: We're going to know 

because you're both going to tell us in your briefs 

by the crafting of artful, careful language that an 

objective observer is likely to agree with you on. 

MR. STEESE: I'm not trying to be 

obstreperous. I don't know what issue we're briefing. 

MR. ANTONUK: We called it the asset 

issue and the performance issue. 

MR. STEESE: We're briefing both? 
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MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MS. KILGORE: Unless Qwest has changed 

its position and now agrees to AT&T's proposal. 

MR. STEESE: I see language we've than 

ponied up that says if we have caused something, we 

pay. It sounds to me as though what AT&T is saying i s ,  

it should be presumptively us. That's the issue we're 

briefing and I want to make sure that's true. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think it's broader than 

that. That may be what they say. 

MS. DeCOOK: That may have been what 

the original language -- how you interpret the original 

language. I don't think that was anything close to 

what we discussed yesterday. 

MR. ANTONUK: Under what circumstances, 

if any, should a CLEC be entitled to a refund of 

conditioning costs if it loses a customer before it 

has a period long enough to reasonably amortize the 

nonrecurring charges associated with conditioning? 

MR. STEESE: Okay. 

MS. KILGORE: That sounds great. 

MR. ANTONUK: Does that mean I'm done? 

MR. STEESE: I think we can move to 16 

MS. DeCOOK: What about spectrum? 

I know Mr. Riley came up here for spectrum. I wonder 
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if maybe we should do that. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess that doesn't make 

him a disturber. 

MR. STEESE: We have also in front 

of us Exhibit No. 24 having to do with out-of-hours. 

I did talk to Ms. Clauson about it, but we agreed to 

one slight change. I'm going to basically state that 

on the record just orally, if that's acceptable. 

It comes in 9.2.3.7.5. It will read, 

"For coordinated installations scheduled to commence 

out-of-hours or rescheduled by CLEC to commence 

out-of-hours," delete the language due to "CLEC-caused 

delay.'' The rest remains the same. 

It will read, "For coordinated 

installations scheduled to commence out-of-hours or 

rescheduled by CLEC to commence out-of-hours, CLEC 

will incur additional charges for the out-of-hours 

coordinated installation as set forth in Exhibit A." 

Ms. Clauson, you're fine with that? 

MS. CLAUSON: Yes. Rather than get 

into that whole issue of cause, if you schedule the 

cut originally to begin during hours but then the CLEC 

isn't ready and says, I can't do it now but I can do 

it at 6, that would be the CLEC rescheduling it to 

commence out-of-hours and then the charge would apply, 
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is my understanding? 

MR. STEESE: Correct. 

MS. CLAUSON: That way you're clear as 

to when the charge applies. 

MR. ANTONUK: 16B is closed. 

MR. WILSON: It's better than it was. 

We can close it. 

MR. ANTONUK: A new standard for 

satisfaction. 

Spectrum management. 

MR. STEESE: Here we had several 

discussions yesterday and we have three impasse issues. 

Many of those are already obvious from the language 

alternatives that have been proposed by Rhythms, AT&T, 

and Qwest. 

I think Ms. DeCook wanted an 

opportunity to see if there was any additional issues 

that this language prompted, any additional discussion, 

et cetera. 

MR. WILSON: Specifically in looking at 

the three versions of the language, the dispute process 

is not clearly laid out I think in any of the three. 

I think Rhythms' language is the best, but I think it's 

still a little deficient. I'm looking specifically 

at -- 
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MR. ANTONUK: Did we get your language 

passed out yesterday, AT&T? 

MS. DeCOOK: We did. It was actually 

handed out at the beginning and marked; it's KLW-3. 

MR. WILSON: Specifically paragraph 

9.2.6.5 and following paragraphs. 

The problem here is, if you have 

problems, you need to find out what the problem is and 

to try and get it fixed. I think all of the language 

-- the language in all of them discusses information 

that needs to be passed. 

I think one question there for Qwest, 

is Qwest assuming that they'll tell the CLEC to parties 

that have the circuits in the binder group -- it says 

you'll give information but it doesn't say you'll give 

the names of the parties that have circuits in there. 

Maybe we need to add that. I think it's kind of 

implied but it's not stated. 

MS. LISTON: It would be giving the 

names of the carriers. 

M S .  DeCOOK: That's not clear from your 

language. 

I guess the other question I have is, 

with that information would a CLEC be in a position to 

determine who the causer is? 
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MR. HUBBARD: Remember back from the 

Colorado workshop--I'll go through this again--the CLEC 

that has determined that they have a problem, they can 

request binder group information of what type of 

spectrum classes are in that binder group. Then the 

CLEC themselves test their pair with a spectrum 

analyzer and can tell what type of spectral 

interference they're getting and can relate that to 

spectrum class that's in that binder group. They can 

come back to Qwest and at that time Qwest will tell 

them of the CLEC that has that type of class within 

that binder group, and then the dispute is between 

those two CLECs. 

MR. WILSON: Or between the CLEC and 

Qwest if Qwest had the problem? 

MR. HUBBARD: Absolutely. 

MS. DeCOOK: As part of the information 

you're going to be providing us as to the binder group, 

you'll also give us what's in there of Qwest's? 

MR. HUBBARD: Absolutely. We're 

already loading our systems now. 

MR. WILSON: Will there ever be a 

situation where just testing your own circuit you 

can't tell -- even given the information we have, that 

I can't tell who is causing the problem? What if there 
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are multiple -- what if another CLEC and Qwest have 

circuits in there that could be causing the problem; 

how do you distinguish who the actual problem is coming 

from? 

MR. HUBBARD: If a CLEC can't determine 

which causer is causing the problem, then they can 

request Qwest to do a complete analyzation from the 

main frame and then Qwest will determine who the causer 

is. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is that what 9.2.6.6 is 

designed to address, the situation where we can't 

identify the causer? 

MR. HUBBARD: You asked about 9.2.6.6 

and the question was? 

MS. DeCOOK: Is that designed to do 

what you just described? Is that the situation where 

we can't identify the causer so we submit a trouble 

report or request to Qwest? 

MR. HUBBARD: That is correct. 

MR. WILSON: I believe Qwest had 

10 days on that and Rhythms suggested five days. 

MR. STEESE: It's the same. 

MR. WILSON: Then the issue I think 

that we need to address is, what if the provider that's 

causing the disturbance won't fix it, then what 
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happens? In other words, you go through this process, 

you find out who the disturber is: and you tell them 

about it and they say, tough. 

MR. STEESE: In other words, if AT&T 

finds out that Rhythms is causing a problem and they 

won't fix it--I'm joking--then how would this go 

forward? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: One would hope that the 

carriers would work it out on their own. But if they 

don't, it would be just like any normal dispute. 

You would treat it accordingly, I suppose. 

MR. WILSON: I guess that's where I got 

hung up. Do we really want this kind of situation to 

go to dispute resolution or is there some better way? 

I'm not sure there is. 

MR. STEESE: I think it w a s  Mr. Hsiao 

yesterday, maybe it was Mr. Riley, said that the FCC 

has stated that commissions are uniquely qualified to 

resolve issues of this type, and one would hope they 

would be resolve quickly, and one would hope even 

before that there would be no need for going to dispute 

resolution and the parties could work the issue out. 

But I don't see any way around that, 

especially here in an SGAT where it might be Qwest and 
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the CLEC that have an issue but it also might be two 

different CLECs and it would be impossible to bind them 

in this language to some kind of dispute resolution 

process. 

MS. DeCOOK: Seems to me the way 

that it's structured now, there is no mechanism for how 

this gets resolved. It seems to me you could have two 

scenarios, one being where there is a dispute, another 

one where the company admits that they've got a T 1  or 

it's obvious that there's a T 1  in the binder group and 

it's causing the problem, and what is the solution if 

that's the outcome? It seems to me that's when we get 

into a situation where what we want is for the T 1  to be 

groomed to be another technology, which I think has 

already been identified by Rhythms as to where it 

should be groomed to. 

I think that there's some omissions on 

the steps that occur after we go through the process 

that is identified where we notify the causer and there 

needs to be some identification of what happens then. 

MR. STEESE: There's a dispute 

resolution mechanism already in the general terms of 

the contract. So we don't have to have, every time 

there's a potential dispute, a separate dispute 

resolution mechanism process. 
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Next, in looking at Rhythms' Section 

9.2.6.7, which is added to the language, certainly we 

would have no difficulty adding that language in. 

We think it's a good addition. 

Again, you're not only talking about a 

potential dispute with Qwest, you're talking about a 

potential dispute with any carrier. In that situation, 

you have what you have. You have a dispute with 

another carrier. If they're not willing to act in 

good conscience and do the right thing, you have no 

choice but to take it to a commission or something 

like a commission. 

MS. DeCOOK: The commission is going to 

look for guidance on what the parties have agreed to do 

in the event that fault is determined. It strikes me 

that's where we need some provision. Or even if they 

admit that, yes, we have a T1 there, then it seems to 

me you need some sort of provision that sets in that 

case thou shalt degroom to a more compatible technology 

unless the technology that's in 9.2.6.2 of Rhythms VLR 

whatever that is -- VLK-2. 

MR. STEESE: What we have in language 

9.2.6.4 -- there's two options here. This goes to the 

point that Qwest was making yesterday. Let's assume 

that it's a known disturber. We deal with that in 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

81 

9.2.6.4 and say we'll manage the technology as required 

by FCC rule. 

MS. DeCOOK: We know what that means 

based on our discussion yesterday. That doesn't get 

us anywhere. 

MR. STEESE: That's already disputed 

and we're going to brief. 

MS. DeCOOK: That's fine. 

Our suggestion is that however that 

dispute gets resolved, it seems to me there has to be 

a mechanism that if there is a known disturber in the 

binder, here's what has to happen in the event that 

there is a dispute about that. 

MR. STEESE: That's already a disputed 

issue we're briefing. What do you do with the known 

disturber when there's nothing -- no other choice of 

what we can do other than disconnect? 

Now the question is, is something 

different -- the question is -- let's assume that 

Mr. Riley and Rhythms have deployed appropriately one 

type of DSL service and AT&T has appropriately deployed 

another and €or reasons no one could expect, one causes 

interference with the other in this binder group. 

In that circumstance you still have a problem. You're 

not going to be able to come up with a solution on that 
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other than going to the commission. 

MR. RILEY: I disagree with that. 

You're making it more complicated than it is. 

If you determine that a carrier 

is not compliant with the spectrum management standard, 

they're causing more interference than what's allowed 

by the standard, they're at fault. If all carriers 

are in compliance, it is whoever was there first. 

The standard is written to such a 

point that if everyone is in compliance, the case you 

mentioned where there may still be a problem is so 

remote that it's not worth defining a process to 

resolve that. 

MR. HUBBARD: I disagree with that. 

He said if everybody is playing 

to rules. N o t  everybody always plays to rules, 

unfortunately. We need to have a mechanism in there 

for dispute resolution, like we do. 

MR. RILEY: If you find someone that's 

not playing to the rules, that's how you determine 

fault . 
MR. HUBBARD: We're not going to 

take another person out of service, we're not going to 

knock down AT&T because you say they're not complying. 

That's why we want the NCI codes in there, to what kind 
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of spectrum they're supposed to report to for dispute 

resolution. His language does exactly that. I think 

Mr. Riley's language covers that particular situation. 

I'm not exactly sure what AT&T wants 

here more than what's here. 

MS. DeCOOK: I'm fine with 9.2.6.7 as 

proposed by Rhythms as far as it goes. That presumes 

that there's going to be a dispute. 

To the extent that -- what I think is 
missing is, once a cost causer -- once the disturber, 

the causing carrier, is identified, I simply think that 

there needs to be a cross-reference to -- and you have 

obviously your version that you want cross-referenced, 

but I think what AT&T, and I don't know about others, 

would recommend is that once the cost-causer -- 

disturber is identified and notified that they shall 

deploy the requirements of 9.2.6.2 in VLK-2 to 

eliminate the disturber -- the disturbing facility. 
MR. STEESE: You want a provision 

in that basically says, once the disturber is notified, 

they shall promptly come into compliance 

with FCC rule? 

MS. DeCOOK: No. That's what you want. 

That's not what we want. We want -- 

MR. STEESE: I thought that's what you 
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just said. 

MS. DeCOOK: My understanding is 

that you have a different view -- you believe there's a 

rule but you're not willing to agree with the industry 

standard. 

My understanding is, the Rhythms 

proposal is more consistent with the industry standard. 

Maybe I misunderstood that. What I understood you not 

to want to do is have any obligation to move to this 

technology that's outlined to VLK-2. That's what I 

think needs to occur in the event that the disturber 

is notified. 

MR. STEESE: That issue is already 

being briefed. We already went to impasse on it. 

I'm not going to agree today to something we went to 

impasse on yesterday. 

MS. DeCOOK: This is additional 

language, Chuck, that's required in a section. We can 

leave it open to discussion as to what the specific 

language is. Obviously we're at impasse on that. 

But I think there need to be some 

instruction provided in the SGAT as to what the 

disturber must do once they've been notified of a 

problem in the event that they don't dispute -- want 

to go to dispute resolution. That's my only point. 
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The resolution of that language may be different, from 

your perspective and from ours, because of the dispute 

we talked about yesterday. 

MR. STEESE: I understand that. 

I was trying to find some generic language that would 

allow us to agree to equivalent 9.2.6.7 language, 

understanding there's a dispute and however that 

dispute is resolved answers the question. 

MS. DeCOOK: That's fine. I just don't 

think that FCC rules do it. 

MR. STEESE: In compliance with this 

section? D of the SGAT? 

MS. DeCOOK: I think you need a 

specific cross-reference to a particular subsection 

in this section. 

MR. ANTONUK: Whose section are we 

using as a base here? 

MS. DeCOOK: That's the problem. 

They've got a different base than, I think, Rhythms. 

MR. STEESE: We were using ours, which 

is Qwest Exhibit 4, and then what we did is -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Your 9.2.6.7 is a 

different issue from Rhythms' 9.2.6.7? 

MS. LISTON: Right. 

MS. DeCOOK: Their section they would 
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cross-reference is 9.2.6.4, whereas I think the Rhythms 

language you'd want to cross-reference 9.2.6.2, 

depending upon how you decide the impasse issue. 

MR. STEESE: Why don't we say--leave 

that to Mr. Antonuk's good judgment when he resolves 

this and makes recommended language--shall promptly 

come into compliance with Section blank, and then let 

him fill it in depending on the resolution of the other 

issue 

MR. ANTONUK: This comes down to 

whether Qwest is going to take action or not, doesn't 

it? 

MS. DeCOOK: No. It's really the 

disturber. What the disturber has to do to come 

into compliance. 

MR. ANTONUK: What if the disturber 

doesn't? That's really where it is, isn't it? 

MS. DeCOOK: I think there's two issues 

or maybe three. What happens if there's a dispute? 

What happens if the disturber refuses to do anything? 

What should the -- what's the disturber obligated to 

do if they acknowledge that they are the disturber? 

MR. ANTONUK: I thought I heard there's 

at least one more issue which is, should Qwest be 

responsible for taking affirmative action even if the 
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disturber disagrees with it? 

MS. DeCOOK: Actually, I don't think 

that's an issue. I think that was a misunderstanding 

and that really Rhythms' language is okay on that and 

it doesn't require Qwest to do anything. 

MR. WILSON: Maybe one comment here. 

I think the Rhythms language on 9.2.6.7 

handles the disturber issue well, but it depends on 

connecting back to the provision on 9.2.6.2 which 

requires all carriers to comply with the FCC 

requirement T1.4.1.7. 

I think if the commissions went 

with the Qwest language the problem is, it doesn't 

definitively require the providers to abide by that 

standard and the commission would be left with, in a 

dispute, trying to decide what is the standard. 

I think commissions are far served by 

Rhythms' law. 

MR. ANTONUK: We've figured out we're 

not going to solve this one. 

MR. WILSON: I understand. I was just 

saying, there is a problem in resolving disputes if you 

use Qwest's language. 

MR. ANTONUK: Would your language 

preclude the dispute resolver from using that standard 
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as a basis for resolving the dispute? I don't think it 

would. 

MR. STEESE: Which standard is that? 

MR. ANTONUK: The standard that's set 

forth in Rhythms' language. Your language says if you 

can't agree to it, this gets thrown over to some third 

party and Rhythms could say to that third party, use 

this standard to resolve the dispute. 

MR. STEESE: That's correct. We would 

say here's the correct standard and that's the whole 

point of dispute resolution. 

MR. WILSON: All I'm saying is that the 

dispute resolver, the third party, would have to make a 

determination on which standard to use. You would get 

into that protracted standards fight we had yesterday. 

MR. ANTONUK: I agree. To me that's 

no different from saying it would be a lot easier to 

decide if you said that the resolver would flip a coin 

because then there's a clear standard and it's easy to 

resolve to. The problem is, you don't agree in advance 

on what the standard should be, and that's the dispute. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. I was just saying 

you killed two birds with one stone if you go with 

Rhythms. That's all. You don't have the additional 

dispute. 
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MS. LISTON: Qwest proposal didn't say 

there are no standards. 

I guess one of the concerns that I have 

of the continual portrayal Qwest is saying there are no 

standards and no standards to agree by. 

In the Qwest proposal we were 

supporting the nine classes of service that have 

specific requirements for spectrum. What we did not 

agree to was adopting the portion on remotes that has 

not been finalized and agreed to. 

What said there's a piece of spectrum 

that has already gone before the FCC that's nine 

classes -- nine spectrum classes; each one of these 
classes have been identified across the industry as 

having a specific NC/NCI code, have specific technical 

parameters associated with those spectrum class codes. 

Qwest did not say that we were not supporting that 

technical industry standard. 

What we were proposing is that we would 

support that. That's what we wanted to move towards, 

and that the way that the industry communicates on the 

provisioning of service has to do with NC/NCI codes 

and we would match each one of the spectrum classes to 

specific NC/NCI which have been agreed upon across the 

industry, which have common language, have been before 
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the common language board, and are agreed upon by 

parties and are published. 

When you get to the next step that says 

remote, that was the only piece that was in question of 

what we weren't agreeing to. We weren't agreeing to 

deploy the remote technology portion of spectrum that 

hasn't been finalized. 

One thing that, as I look through some 

of the -- the other piece that concerns me a little bit 

is, throughout the Rhythms portion it talks about hDSL 

2 and it gives all these different specifics, yet 

Rhythms said they don't want to report what kind of 

spectrum they're using. In Qwest's mind, the specific 

NC/NCI codes relate to these very classes of spectrum. 

What I'm hearing is, we're going to 

require you to manage to spectrum, we're going to 

require all the parties to manage to spectrum but 

nobody has to tell anybody what they're really doing 

because the communication mechanism of NC/NCI codes -- 

Rhythms doesn't agree we should communicate with each 

other using the standard industry code for what kind of 

services you're buying. 

When I look at Rhythms I see a conflict 

between saying manage to this but let's keep it a 

secret but we'll have to fix it if a problem occurs. 
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I see a conflict there. 

If I look at the Rhythms language, 

9.2.6.7--I was exactly where you are, Mr. Antonuk-- 

there's two issues. Rhythms crossed out one issue 

that had to do with Qwest saying, if you want to buy a 

service and it's going to cause disturbance to somebody 

else, we're going to say you can't do that. You're not 

going to be able to come in new and cause conflict to 

somebody. That's what Qwest's 9.2.6.7 was dealing 

with. Rhythms' 9.2.6.7 is a separate issue. I don't 

think Qwest would have a problem with adding the 

Rhythms portion in addition to what Qwest has. 

So we would leave our 9.2.6.7 in place 

and then we'd add another section--that is what Rhythms 

proposed for that portion--and becomes 9.2.6.8 which 

would say we're not responsible for mediation, we're 

not going to disconnect unless it's agreed upon. 

We're not going to go ahead and take somebody out of 

service without it being agreed upon in the dispute 

process. 

I guess my counterbalance would be 

saying, let's leave the 9.2.6.7 that Qwest proposed and 

then add a new section 9.2.6.8 that would match what 

Rhythms proposed. Am I okay in saying that? 

MR. HUBBARD: You're okay in saying 
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MR. HUBBARD: You are okay in saying 

that? 

MR. STEESE: And, Becky, one of the 

things that you wanted to add, in addition -- I am 

sorry, Mr. Reilly, just one moment -- you wanted to add 

a sentence at the end that said something like, the 

disturber will probably come into conformance with this 

section, or some language like that. And we could add 

that to what would become 9 .2 .6 .8 .  

And, so, we would try and alleviate, 

through the one more step, the need for dispute 

resolution, but if the causing carrier still won't 

comply, then I don't see any option other than to go to 

the commission, or somebody, like Rhythms has proposed, 

some equivalent body. 

MR. REILLY: Dave Reilly with Rhythms. 

Just to respond a little bit to Jean's comment. The 

reason Rhythms took that option, it's clearly stated in 

the third order and report, in paragraph 179, that the 

rules that were established in that order, which Qwest 

had copied some of that into their proposed language, 

were baseline rules that were to be used for the 

industry to establish standards. So, they are clearly 

stating that these rules will be used to allow 

competitive carriers to currently offer services and to 
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help the standards body come up with a standard, 

meaning that the standard, when it is adopted, will 

become what people should use as spectral 

compatibility. That standard does not have any 

language whatsoever, and it is a spectrum management 

standard, but it has no language whatsoever about 

disclosing PSD class information to any other carrier. 

MR. STEESE: We disagree with that. The 

FCC order is 100 percent clear on this, including the 

FCC rule that says you, the CLEC, must disclose. 

MR. REILLY: Right. That paragraph falls 

under a paragraph that says these rules are set forth 

because there is no industry standard. 

MR. STEESE: We just have to disagree on 

that one. That's one of the disputed issues. 

MR. REILLY: That is why Rhythms' 

position is as it is. If you use the standard, you do 

not have to disclose that information. The problem 

with Qwest's proposed language is there is nothing in 

their language that would keep them from deploying 

service that would continue to degrade -- significantly 

degrade Rhythms' service. 

MR. STEESE: What I would like to do, if 

we can take care of the one additional issue -- there 

were three disputes. We're going to brief those 
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already. It seemed to me that we have the dispute 

resolution mechanism; that we were seeing if we could 

resolve this by tying in -- there was a way that we 

could add a sentence onto the end of Rhythms' proposed 

9.2.6.7, which has become 9.2.6.8 on Qwest's language, 

by adding some additional sentence. And I realize that 

we're not going to solve all of the spectrum by doing 

this. I am seeing if we can't take the issue 

off-the-table. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think we can narrow a 

couple of our concerns; that is, if there is language 

adopted or added to 9.2.6.5 that specifies that we'll 

get the names of the carriers that are occupying the 

binder group, in addition to the other information 

that's identified there, and then I think we're okay 

with your suggestion, with a slight modification. I 

think the "causing carrier" is the reference that we 

should use, since that's the one that's being used in 

9.2.6.5. And I think it should say something like, 

"Upon notification, the causing carrier shall promptly 

take action to bring itself or its facilities" -- I am 

open on that one -- "into compliance with section 

blank.'' Then we can leave up to Mr. Antonuk's 

determination which is the appropriate language. 

MR. STEESE: Can you read that one more 
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MS. DeCOOK: Okay. "Upon notification, 

the causing carrier shall promptly take action to bring 

its facilities into compliance with section blank." 

MR. STEESE: The service. 

MS. DeCOOK: Yeah. I am open on that 

one. I am not sure which is the appropriate reference. 

The technology -- I think either one will work. 
MR. STEESE: Where would you put that 

again, Becky? 

MS. DeCOOK: That sentence? 

MR. STEESE: Right. 

MS. DeCOOK: You know, I think you could 

put it in 9.2.6.5, right after, "allow the causing 

carrier a reasonable opportunity to correct the 

problem," or you can make a separate section. 

MR. STEESE: Let's go ahead and just put 

it back in the first place that you have recommended. 

We will agree to that language. And we'll just leave 

the blank, and it will depend upon Mr. Antonuk's 

decision on the first three disputed issues. 

MS. DeCOOK: And just one question on 

9.2.6.7. It sounds like Qwest was agreeing to add the 

language that Rhythms had suggested, but it seems to me 

that needs at least a slight amendment, since Qwest 
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would be responsible for resolving disputes over 

spectral interference between itself and some other 

carrier. I understand what you are -- what the 

objective is, so you don't become the mediator in a 

dispute between other occupants of the binder group. 

If you are one of the parties that's saying that 

somebody is a causer, or we're saying you are the 

causer, then you do have some obligation there to 

assist in the resolution of that dispute. 

MR. STEESE: That's, I think, absolutely 

clear, but if you wanted to add some language in there, 

we can. 

MR. WILSON: I have a suggestion. At the 

end of the first Rhythms' sentence, the last four words 

of which are, "spectral interference between carriers." 

after, "carriers" add, "other than itself. 

MR. ANTONUK: So, if Qwest is involved, 

you don't mind letting them resolve the dispute. 

MR. WILSON: Well, they are involved in 

resolving the dispute. 

MR. STEESE: How about if we, instead of 

saying, "carriers other than itself" -- between two 

unaffiliated" -- I am thinking of a word we could 

modify with carriers, make it more clear. We can put, 

"other than itself," at the end. How about if we put 
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in -- we're sitting here discussing this. And, 

obviously, if we're involved, we have to work in good 

faith, and so we certainly are meaning that. Before 

the, "carriers, " put the word "other" -- "between, 

other carriers,'' to get to this question. Is that 

acceptable to -- first, before I move on, "other 
ca rr i e r s " ? 

MS. DeCOOK: I think that's fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: You have to provide all of 

this information. It doesn't work. Then these two 

carriers are in there talking about you and you are not 

there. I don't know why that sentence is in there at 

all, to be honest with you. 

MR. STEESE: The question -- let's assume 

that we have the binder group, and Rhythms has one type 

of service and AT&T has another type of service, and 

AT&T is disturbing Rhythms. We give them the 

information so they can make a reasoned judgment -- 

Rhythms can make a reasoned judgement about who the 

disturber is. They contact AT&T. AT&T says we think 

we're in compliance, we're not going to implead Qwest 

into this. They are basically dealing with it on their 

own. 

MR. ANTONUK: If there are factual issues 

around what you told them, you are going to be part of 
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the resolution process, because otherwise you are going 

to be talking about the two carriers who are left are 

both going to be representing differently what you told 

them. I think that sentence doesn't do any good, 

because the last sentence, all right, says you can't 

discontinue. Why do we have to talk about whether you 

are going to be a participant or nonparticipant in a 

proceeding in dispute. Sometimes you are, sometimes 

you aren't. Sometimes you are going to be a party, 

sometimes you are going to be a witness. That 

sentence, I don't think, does any good. 

MR. STEESE: I think they pulled that out 

of the FCC language, and I thought Rhythms wanted to -- 

they made this clear in Colorado. They didn't want us 

to be the spectrum king, saying here's what -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Oh, a sentence like that 

has usefulness. Qwest shall not have the 

responsibility -- Qwest shall not have the authority, 

on its own, to decide these issues. That's fine. This 

sentence doesn't say that. It says a whole lot more 

than that, because even if two other carriers are 

mediating, arbitrating, or otherwise resolving 

disputes, you are at least a material witness. 

MR. STEESE: That's all we're meaning by 

that. So, if there -- 
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MS. LISTON: The Rhythms language. 

Figure out -- 

MR. STEESE: We can't even agree to 

someone else's language in here. I am joking. 

MR. REILLY: We put in that Qwest does 

not have the right to determine, unilaterally, whether 

a particular service is spectrally compatible. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I think you are 

putting one of the rabbits in the hat, then you are 

pulling it out there. Qwest shall not be responsible 

for unilaterally resolving any disputes over spectral 

interference between carriers. I think that's true, 

whether you were or were not one of the carriers in the 

dispute. 

MR. STEESE: Can you say that one more 

time ? 

MR. ANTONUK: Qwest shall not have the 

authority to unilaterally resolve any dispute over 

spectral interference among carriers. 

MR. STEESE: Did you get that, Joanne? 

If she got it, we're fine. And the language is 

acceptable to Qwest. 

I want to talk about, very briefly, one 

other issue where AT&T says that they want to know of 

the carriers in the binder group. And maybe we're 
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missing something here, but I would -- let's assume 

there's a binder group, and there's eight different 

carriers it in, and there's -- associated with the 

particular PSD mask. This is where I think Rhythms 

doesn't want AT&T to know who is there and with what 

class. We thought that we would just -- 

MR. REILLY: That is not true. That is 

not true. 

MS. DeCOOK: How can we notify the 

cost-causer if we don't know who is in the group? 

MR. STEESE: I am just telling you what 

our -- 

MS. DeCOOK: I keep saying that. I am 

sorry. 

MR. STEESE: I am just telling you what 

our -- let's assume you are looking at a binder group, 

and in the binder group there are four of the classes, 

the spectral classes in that binder group. And we 

would notify you of the classes. You would be able to 

do a spectral analyzation test. Then you can say we 

have trouble with Class X. We would tell the carrier 

that had Class X in the binder group, and you can 

notify them, or more than one, if there's more than 

one. But to just identify every carrier, we didn't 

think we were to do it in that fashion. We thought 
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people would not want us to. And, so, I just wanted to 

make sure that we have that out on the table. 

MR. REILLY: Rhythms' proposed language 

specifically states that Qwest will provide cable pair 

and carrier information to the disputed CLEC. 

MR. STEESE: The reason is because you 

don't think that we should provide the PSD mask. Let's 

assume we win that issue, we win the NC/NCI code issue, 

not only is there going to be Rhythms there, but now 

it's going to say Rhythms, with the additional 

information. Would you rather have our proposal where 

we just say here's the type of masks, and then, after 

the fact, tell which carrier is associated with that, 

and just have the one identified. Would you rather 

have all of that information go? 

MR. REILLY: The easiest way to really 

resolve the interference dispute is to call the 

carriers in the binder and ask them what changes have 

you made yesterday when my service changed. In other 

words, this will be a timing issue. And you can -- you 

do not have to carry out the spectrum analyzer in that 

case, and we resolve it rather quickly. This is how 

Rhythms knows that Qwest put a T1 on there. We, when 

we open a trouble ticket, that is what we get, oh, 

yesterday this happened. We didn't drag the spectrum 
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analyzer out to measure the loop. That's the easiest 

way to resolve 99 percent of the disputes. 

MR. STEESE: The information that's 

given, is that to be treated confidentially, then, by 

the parties? 

MR. REILLY: What I am saying, you don't 

even have to give PSD information. You just tell me 

who the carriers are and I can just ask what change 

have you made on these services. 

MS. LISTON: So, what I think I am 

hearing you say is your preference would be -- let's 

say you are in a binder group with 100 pairs, and there 

were eight different carriers in that binder group. 

That we would tell you there's eight providers, and 

then you would go back to AT&T, or whoever, and say, in 

binder group such and such, did you do anything 

yesterday? 

MR. REILLY: It would be by their cable 

pair identification. 

MS. LISTON: You would want Qwest to 

provide you, for the entire 100 pairs, the cable 

information for each one of those pairs and the 

associated carrier for each one of those pairs? 

MR. REILLY: Yes. That proposed language 

in 9.2.6.5 by Rhythms. 
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MS. LISTON: Then you would go -- and, 

so, like, if there's 25 different pairs for AT&T, you 

would go back and say, here's your 25 pairs. Will you 

investigate these 25 and tell us if you did anything 

different on those 25 pairs yesterday. 

MR. REILLY: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: So, I mean, then we can put 

the carrier information in here, and the, I guess the 

difficulty that Qwest has is there are rules around 

what we can disclose about other carriers. This 

contract will be between us and one of them. And now 

we would be asked to disclose, to a third party, 

without consent, knowledge or otherwise of some 

third-party carriers, information about something they 

have deployed. And we look at that as, I mean, we have 

certain obligations on us under the CPNI rules, about 

what we can and cannot disclose. 

MR. REILLY: Rhythms is not asking you to 

disclose PSD. Just the carrier. 

MS. LISTON: Carrier and cable pair 

information. 

MR. ANTONUK: You were saying, Mr. 

Steese, in some cases you are not permitted to provide 

that information by the terms of the interconnection 

agreements? 
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MR. STEESE: We are very concerned that 

this will cause disputes. That people will point at 

us. That's the only thing we're trying to avoid. 

M S .  DeCOOK: Even under your proposal, 

you will be providing that information, not perhaps at 

the global level, but when we come back at the second 

time and say here's the pair, tell me who it is you are 

disclosing the information to, that, even under your 

proposal -- 

MR. STEESE: Let's assume there's ten 

carriers in there. You get -- I mean you get one. You 

get the one that's causing the problem. And we see 

that as very different than disclosing information 

across the board. And maybe it's not -- and maybe 

there's someone that can point to some language in some 

decision that will convince us. It's just a concern 

that we have. And it seems as though, if we give the 

information, and you can identify the class of service, 

that we can make it -- 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, I guess, you know, 

that second part wasn't in your proposal, where you 

give us all of this information, we do the testing, 

then we come back and say, okay, who does this pair 

belong to. That's not even in your language. But, it 

seems -- what concerns me, and what I heard Mr. Reilly 
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say, these are time-sensitive issues. And, you know, 

the more sequences you put into this, the more 

difficult you put it on us to determine who the 

cost-causer is. And the more time that our line in 

interfered with -- the disturber is -- the more our 

customers are going to be affected. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't even notice when 

you do that anymore, so it's a not big deal. 

MS. KILGORE: To add to that, Becky, one 

of the things we talked about yesterday is to ensure 

we're not discriminating in this process; that Qwest 

isn't somehow able to fix, when it's disturbed by 

someone else, in a quicker way than CLECs are, because 

we do have to go through this long process to try to 

find out where the problem lies. If there's a way to 

make sure that we are getting equal treatment, then, 

you know, perhaps we can move past this. 

MR. STEESE: That is not our intention. 

Our intention is to give the information you need to 

make the decision, at the same time, creating a 

balance. If the competitive industry, as a whole, 

would do this, then we just provide that information. 

It gives me some concern that not every carrier is 

represented here. And it's not a reluctance to provide 

the information. The reluctance is for what the 
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outcome is going to be, when we provide the 

information, of people getting upset with Qwest. 

That's all. 

MS. DeCOOK: What is the confidential 

information? I mean, it seems to me that the PSD 

information is what's confidential. The fact that they 

are in the binder group, and that they have certain 

pairs in that binder group, shouldn't be confidential. 

I just don't see that if we follow Mr. Reilly's 

proposal, that that's disclosing proprietary 

information. 

MR. WILSON: I think that's the point. 

And the competitor we're most concerned about has all 

of the information anyway, so -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, that doesn't -- 

that's fine, most of the time. That's not going to 

help us the rest of the time. 

MR. WILSON: That's a parity issue too. 

They can solve the problem without two calls. 

MR. STEESE: We can put the word, 

"carrier" in, and put that language in, and by the time 

we get finished with the workshops and in the states 

across this region, we'll -- most of the carriers will 

be on notice that this is the plan. I think that there 

will be some carriers -- and I have one in mind -- 
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that's specifically Covad. Covad who is going to raise 

issues with this, and we can wait and see if that 

happens. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, what if they have got 

an -- assuming that they do have a right not to have 

this released, what would their nonobjection in 

workshops do in terms of waiver of that right anyway? 

It would be immaterial, wouldn't it? 

MR. STEESE: If the decision came down, 

thou shalt provide this information to, then the answer 

was, I think we would be protected. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. If you are happy 

with that. I am not going to argue with it. 

MS. DeCOOK: This issue -- they are 

participating in Colorado and Arizona, and the issue 

will get aired. And I believe, Chuck, that you have 

stated on the record that you intend to conform the 

SGAT throughout your region. 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MS. DeCOOK: Ultimately, if Covad has an 

issue, it will get reflected, somehow, in the language. 

MR. ANTONUK: If you all are happy with 

that, that's fine. 

MR. STEESE: It will become a disputed 

issue and the commission will resolve it one way or the 
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other. Then my concerns about CPNI go away. We can 

put the word, "carrier'' in as well. 

MS. KILGORE: I am not sure, for Becky's 

point, that this CPNI -- that the fact that the carrier 

is there -- I guess maybe I am not familiar enough with 

that definition. In my mind, it doesn't fall in that 

category. 

MR. STEESE: Different carriers have 

different interpretations. We have seen many different 

positions. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, there are 

interconnection agreements out there that give rights 

and they give protections. They may or may not address 

this issue. Whether or not this is generically 

described as CPNI would not prevail over a particular 

provision in the interconnection agreement anyway. 

MS. KILGORE: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: I would say to you, if I am 

Joe Blow, I've got an agreement with you that says you 

can't do this, I think I would argue, I don't care what 

the SGAT says. I have got a contract, buddy. So, but 

that's up to you to figure out. I am not providing 

legal advice here. 

MS. DeCOOK: No carrier is obligated to 

accept this. They can negotiate, I suppose, 
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separately, if they have particular concerns. 

MR. ANTONUK: Nor can the SGAT -- 

MS. DeCOOK: Supersede. 

MR. ANTONUK: As an amendment to the 

contract. 

MR. STEESE: All of the contracts have 

language in them that have change-of-law type of 

provisions. If a commission issues, effectively, a 

decision saying this shall be the rule, it gives me a 

great deal of comfort. I understand your issue, 

Mr. Antonuk. 

M S .  DeCOOK: Chuck, I don't think this 

would override a carrier's right to protect its own 

information if it believes that that information is 

CPNI. I don't think the change of law can override 

their right if they believe it's CPNI. 

MS. LISTON: How would we -- so, if we're 

in a situation where we went with the proposal that 

Rhythms has, that says the responsibility is to provide 

every cable pair and every associated carrier in that 

binder group, and that's how we're going to deal with 

the spectrum, but we have two out of the six carriers 

in the binder group that say, not me, I am not playing 

that game. You can't give out my cable pair 

information. I don't want my competitors to know. 
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MR. ANTONUK: I suppose I would want a 

waiver from it, or I would want indemnity from whoever 

I am giving the information to. 

MS. LISTON: Then you are in a situation 

of how you wind up dealing with spectrum issues, and 

basically what we're looking at in terms of whether we 

are saying it is -- it gets isolated down further, 

where you're at the point where you know, within a 

range, of who is causing the disturbance, and then you 

don't have the same kind of liabilities where you are 

disclaiming -- you are providing information across the 

board on everybody randomly. 

MR. ANTONUK: But all that's going to 

mean, you're potentially violating one person's rights 

instead of a whole l o t  of people's rights, you know. 

MS. DeCOOK: We're really dealing with a 

hypothetical. We have no idea what Covad is going to 

say on this, or any other party who is not present. 

MR. ANTONUK: We don't know what all of 

the interconnection agreements across the region say. 

I will say if, somehow, if you want these commissions 

to do more than -- if you want these commissions to 

issue a ruling that says that this is now an 

affirmative rule of contract in -- or affirmative rule 

of operation in this state, and it is irrelevant that 
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someone else has an interconnection agreement, right, 

that conflicts with it, I think you have to ask f o r  

that explicitly. I don't know what these commissions 

are doing. I don't think they were intending, by this 

proceeding, to effectively amend previously existing 

interconnection agreements. 

MR. STEESE: If we want something in 

particular from a commission, we'll put it in our brief 

on the other spectrum issues, but otherwise we're 

willing to put the word, "carrier" in as well. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. All right. With 

that, thank you, Ms. DeCook. Mr. Reilly, can we j u s t  

rest on the three disputed issues we have for spectrum, 

and brief those? 

MS. DeCOOK: I believe so. 

MR. ANTONUK: If there's an issue we can 

do in five or ten minutes, let's do it. Otherwise I 

think we'll break. 

MR. STEESE: We have a couple of those, 

and I think that we can deal with Issue 19. Actually, 

I think we can deal with two issues in that amount of 

time. First issue 1 9 .  9.2.4.5,  XO wanted us to 

delete -- pull it up quickly. Sorry. The force 

majeure type of language, leave the first sentence in 

and then delete the rest. Is that right, Mr. Kopta? 
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MR. KOPTA: Correct. 

MR. STEESE: You noticed I pronounced 

that correctly. 

MR. KOPTA: I was going to compliment you 

on that. 

MR. STEESE: Then we'll rely on the 

generic language in the SGAT, on force majeure, for the 

remainder, and Qwest is prepared to do that. So we 

will delete everything, other than the first sentence. 

MR. ANTONUK: From 9.2.4.5? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: That resolves it? 

MR. KOPTA: I would think so, although 

there may be one other thing, as I look at this. The 

one sentence, as it stands alone, rather than saying 

"in place" at the end of that first sentence say, 

"available." It may be that facilities are available. 

They just may not happen to be in place. There may be 

a cross-connect that needs to be done, and you 

cross-reference Section 9.1.2 about what you do. 

MR. STEESE: That's fine. 

MR. KOPTA: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: So the new Section 9.2.4.5 

will read, "Installation intervals f o r  unbundled loops 

will apply when Qwest has facilities or network 
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capacity available. " 

MR. KOPTA: That's acceptable to us. 

MR. STEESE: The next issue was Issue No. 

20. 

MR. KOPTA: We'll take the lead on that 

one and say, this is a variation on Issue 5, which is 

really a facilities available construction issue. And 

so, we can either close this and refer any overlap to 

Issue 5, or just consolidate the two, or somehow or 

another just indicate that it's a facilities 

construction issue, and it will be briefed at the same 

time as we talk about Issue 5. 

MR. STEESE: That's Qwest's view as well. 

We would recommend just closing this issue and brief it 

along with Issue 5. 

MR. KOPTA: That would be fine. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Let's break until 

one. 

(Recess. ) 

MR. ANTONUK: We're on. 

MR. STEESE: Doug Hsiao mentioned that 

they wanted a four-hour repair interval €or what I will 

call, collectively, xDSL type of loops .  And he said 

that the service interval guide had a 24-hour repair 

interval, and our Exhibit C had a four-hour. That is 
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correct. That is mistyped. We will fix the service 

interval guide, and certainly they can get the Exhibit 

C of four hours. So, we will get that service interval 

guide corrected. And, with that, I don't think that 

Doug would object to him getting the four-hour 

interval, so I think we can close 22A. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: Then I will let Mr. Kopta go 

to 22B. 

MR. KOPTA: XO, as part of their 

testimony, we had discussed the issue of repair 

problems that we have had with Qwest in Utah. And 

those repair problems are principally focussed on 

special access or private line circuits that we get 

from Qwest as opposed to unbundled loops. So, that may 

account for the discrepancy between what Qwest has in 

its performance measures and what XO has experienced 

and placed in its testimony. Although we remain 

concerned about that issue, it appears as though we're 

really focussed in this workshop on unbundled loopsl 

and the repair issues associated with, specifically, 

with unbundled loops. And soI  we will be willing to 

close this issue in this workshop, with the 

understanding that this remains an issue for us, and we 

may bring it up in another context, but not in this 
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workshop. 

MR. STEESE: And Qwest is fine with that. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is that a Ts&Cs issue? 

MR. STEESE: Ts&Cs. Then Issue 23 had to 

do with various repair intervals. Mr. Kopta brought to 

our attention that there is, in the Exhibit C we have 

filed, to include in the four-hour repair interval for 

DS1 and DS3 capable loops. We will clearly include 

those. That was just an oversight on our part. We 

will adjust Exhibit C accordingly. 

Mr. Kopta also brought to my attention -- 
I have not gone back to verify that -- what the Utah 

guidelines say, but that he believes a DS3 capable loop 

has a two-hour repair interval. And I am sure we have 

it, and I am willing to say, let's assume that's 

correct. We already have an issue for briefing that is 

part of Issue 1, whether or not the intervals must 

match the Utah guidelines or not, as a part of a 

brief -- issue to be briefed. We are just going to 

brief it collectively as that issue. Is that fair, 

Mr. Kopta? 

MR. KOPTA: Yes. That's what we 

discussed, and that's what we would propose to do. 

Although I would add that, in addition to DS1 and DS3 

loops, it would be OC-3 and the other higher capacity 
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loops as well that should be added in this Exhibit C. 

And, again, this is part, at least as far as any 

discrepancy between the interval in the SGAT and 

interval in the Utah rules, then that would be briefed 

as part of Issue 1, which is where we focussed on 

provisioning as opposed to repair, but it's really the 

same issue. 

MR. STEESE: That's fine. The OCN, for 

lack of a better term, loops will be included in that 

as well. 

MR. KOPTA: Thanks. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Now you want to go 

back to 18? 

MR. STEESE: Issue 18? Yes. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. And I apologize for 

the delay. I thought we were going to another one 

first. Issue 18 has to do with the FOCs and the trial 

in Colorado. In Colorado, there was considerable 

discussion regarding FOCs. The outcome of that 

discussion -- and the discussion went around the 

meaningful -- a meaningful FOC and multiple FOCs. The 

outcome of that discussion was the creation of the 

Colorado xDSL trial, and I know we have touched upon 

that a couple of times already, over the last couple of 

days. The trial was started on March 1st and ended 
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this week. It was a two-month trial. And there were 

several facets associated with the trial. 

In my opening presentation, I kind of 

highlighted the various piece-parts of the trial. But 

if you look at, basically, what we were trying to do, 

was look at ways of relooking at the FOC process and 

put it in a context of providing meaningful FOC. The 

area where we got into considerable trouble was around 

the xDSL loops, because of issues around conditioning, 

and those things, and facility availability. 

So, basically, the trial encompasses a 

couple of different facets. One is that if the 

facilities are available -- these are commitments we 

kind of made in the trial. If the facilities are 

available, we would return the FOC within 7 2  hours, and 

when we return that FOCI it would either have the 

five-day due date, if it doesn't need to be 

conditioned, or the 15-day due date if it needs to be 

conditioned. That process would occur automatically if 

the CLEC had preapproved conditioning and conditioning 

was required. We would automatically put the 15-days 

interval and start the process rather than having to go 

back and renegotiate. 

The next piece of the trial was if there 

were no facilities, rather than taking that order and 
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putting it into a held status, we incorporated the 

no-build policy. If there are no facilities and there 

are no plans of facilities, what we will do instead is 

we will cancel that order. We will send it back with a 

notice saying there's no facilities available. That 

was getting at another problem that we had with what's 

happening with the held orders. We included the 

no-build policy into the trial also. 

The last situation was where there were 

currently no facilities, but there was a scheduled job.  

In that scenario, Qwest said that what they would do, 

they would notify the CLEC that the order would not be 

processed within the five or 15-day interval, then when 

we had that ready-for-service date, we would provide 

the FOC with a ready-for-service date at that time, so 

you would know what's happening. If we knew that right 

away, we would say, if we knew we had a job scheduled, 

you know, in two weeks, we would go ahead and let you 

know the ready-for-service date is two weeks. 

The other thing that we agreed to is that 

during the trial, we would calculate the performance 

measures. And we looked at some of the key metrics in 

terms of overall program performance. We talked about 

those quite a bit already. What we'll wind up doing, 

we'll track the trial to see how our overall 
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performance system -- the data that I presented in the 

opening was March -- was through April 20th 

information. And if we look at the results for OP-5, 

which is our return of FOCs, we modified that for the 

trial. 

MR. STEESE: That's PO-5, right. 

M S .  LISTON: PO-5. I am sorry. PO-5 is 

percent of FOCs returned for the trial. We did it 

within 72 hours as opposed to within 24 hours, which is 

what the PID measurement is. For March, we ran around 

91 percent f o r  FOCs returned in 27 hours. And in April 

it was up to 97 percent. We also tracked the OP-3 

measure, percent commitments met, and what we were 

tracking was looking at the meet -- did we meet the due 

date that we provided. And we had a 98 percent 

commitments met for March and April. 

One of the other areas that came up 

during the course of discussion in Colorado was what 

happens when conditioning, you know, conditioning isn't 

identified right upfront, the need for conditioning. 

So Qwest also made the commitment that we would do some 

tracking of that -- of those kinds of scenarios, and I 

apologize. There was an error in my report that I did 

for my opening comments. I will correct the record 

now. Somehow two line items got merged into one on my 
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exhibit, and I apologize. So, what we did, we tracked 

two different things. One was conditioning identified 

after the FOCI but before -- but before the due date. 

In March we had six LSRs that fell into that category, 

and we had -- and one LSR in the April time frame. 

The other thing that we did was we said 

how many times -- we tracked how many times was 

conditioning identified, but not until the due date, 

the need for conditioning. And we had no occurrences 

in either both March or April of that type. 

In terms of overall installation 

interval, we came in at five days for a nonconditioned 

loop, and ten days in March and eleven days in April 

for the conditioned loops. So we actually beat our 

15-day interval, and there were a couple of things 

going on in Colorado that helped facilitate the 

bringing down of those intervals below 15 days. We 

were doing some presurvey work and trying to do some 

rapid recovery. If we encountered problems, fix them 

ahead of time and get them taken care of. We saw some 

real positive results of the trial associated with 

those activities. 

The last measure that we discussed was 

the delay days. So if we did miss the due date, how 

far beyond the due date did we miss it. And in March, 
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it was four days. In April, it was 2.2. Qwest did 

also agree to look at the raw loop data. We talked 

about that in a couple of different scenarios. I am 

not going to go through that right now. We talked 

about that when we talked about loop tools the other 

day. We talked about it in my opening, and the fact 

that it is in the OSS test to do the overall loop 

qualification database validation. 

Qwest is very pleased with the results of 

the trial. The numbers, based on our analysis so far, 

say that going to the 72-hour FOC provides both 

meaningful FOC and it also provides assistance in terms 

of meeting our due date. And we're hoping that we'll 

go ahead, you know, we feel we should be going ahead 

and rolling out a 72-hour FOC. 

We mentioned the other day, too, that we 

have given every opportunity to CLECs to do a 

validation of the data. That is in progress. Letters 

were sent out to all of the CLECs that are in Colorado 

that issued orders between that March and April time 

frame, and it said, if you want to do a validation, let 

us know. We turned over all of our backup 

documentation, which provided order information, dates, 

due dates, FOC dates, it had everything, plus all of 

the information that we gathered from the raw loop data 
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tool, in terms of looking at different kinds of items 

there. And we are in the process of doing data 

reconciliation. The data reconciliation will be 

brought into the Colorado workshop. That's Qwest's 

update in terms of where we are at with the trial. 1 

have nothing else in my opening comments. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta on behalf 

of XO. We have a couple of different questions, and I 

am going to ask a few clarifying points, and then 

Mr. LaFrance has some things that he would like to say. 

I am a little puzzled as to why there is 

a specific section in the SGAT for this proposed 

Colorado trial, and I am referring to Section 

9.2.4.3.1.2. And so I thought I would ask you to 

clarify exactly what the meaning of this provision is 

supposed to be. 

MS. LISTON: We went back and forth on 

that provision. During the Colorado workshop, we had 

drafted proposed language for a 12-hour FOC. And 

rather than us adopting language at that time, the 

decision was made to go into the two-month trial. This 

was a concern that if we did not put anything into SGAT 

language going forward, it would appear that Qwest was 

not continuing to support the trial, we weren't behind 

it or we weren't behind it completely. 
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So we made the decision for, as a 

placeholder, more than anything else, to go ahead and 

fully disclose to every party across all 14 states, 

because what we are hoping is, as we agreed to things 

within that Colorado trial, we would then be able to 

apply it across all 14 states. This is the placeholder 

to let everyone know we're working on this trial. 

We're only looking at Colorado data at this point. It 

is in place and Qwest has a commitment to look at the 

issue at this point. 

MR. KOPTA: On a going-forward basis, is 

it Qwest's anticipation that the language that is in 

this section would remain under a different header as 

the determining the FOC for these particular types of 

loops? 

MS. LISTON: What we are -- what we are 

envisioning, at this point, is once a decision -- there 

were two pieces of it. One is I mentioned, when we did 

the PO-5 for the FOCI we had to look  at it differently 

than we do in the PIDs. The P I D  say 24-hours. So we 

would still need to go back to the ROC to get approval 

to change that measure f o r  these types of loops from 24 

to 72 hours. Once we were in agreement that we're 

moving forward with the overall planning, then we would 

update that section of the SGAT to say, here's how the 
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72-hour FOC process works for these types of loops. We 

would take out trial information. 

MR. KOPTA: So when there is a 

cross-reference to Section 20, in the SGAT, that 

specifies the FOCs, that would apply for any other type 

of loop than those that were a part of this particular 

test? Is that my understanding? Is that correct? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. The Section 

20 will also be updated, though, to reflect the new 72 

hour, if we go down that route, which I think we will. 

MR. KOPTA: And I guess the reason I ask 

that, because there isn't anything specific to high 

capacity loops, which I am assuming will be -- FOC will 
be included in the Section 20, and probably at 72 

hours. Is that accurate, or do you recall, off the top 

of your head, what the FOC is for DS1 or D S 3  type of 

loops? 

MS. LISTON: I don't recall, but I think 

someone is looking it up. 

MR. KOPTA: Okay. Well, while he is 

doing that, I have another question, which is at the, 

basically, the end of this section, where you have 

language in the SGAT on the Colorado trial, there are 

two provisions, 9.2.4.3.1.2.3 -- 

MS. LISTON: Oh, wait. Okay. 
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MR. KOPTA: And this is on page 28 of 

Exhibit 3. 

MS. LISTON: Uh-hum. 

MR. KOPTA: And this provision as well as 

the following provision more or less duplicates 

provisions that are in Section 9.1.2.1. And I am 

wondering whether we need to have that kind of 

duplication here, or whether it might be less confusing 

to just have one place in the SGAT that says what 

happens if there are not facilities available, but 

Qwest has a build in place or Qwest doesn't have a 

build in place. 

MR. STEESE: This section -- is this, 

again, Gregg, in -- 

MS. LISTON: The cross-reference. 

MR. KOPTA: The cross-reference. 

MR. STEESE: No. The original section. 

MR. KOPTA: The one I was just asking 

about, in the context of the Colorado trial, is 

9.2.4.3.1.2.3. 

MR. STEESE: And the cross-reference 

section now. 

MR. KOPTA: The cross-reference section 

is 9.1.2.1.3, and associated subsections, which is new 

language that Qwest added to address when it's 
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obligated to construct facilities. And I think these 

two pairs of provisions are really governing the same 

thing. And so I think our suggestion would be to just 

have it in one place, unless there's some reason to 

duplicate it. 

MS. LISTON: I think you are exactly 

right. It's a timing issue. This section on the trial 

was put in prior to the other one, and we didn't -- we 

didn't strike it here. With the 9 . 2 . 2  section, that I 

think we would be fine with striking this. 

MR. KOPTA: I think that would just be 

clearer. 

MS. LISTON: Uh-huh. 

MR. KOPTA: Now I am going to turn it 

over to Mr. LaFrance. 

MR. LaFRANCE: David LaFrance from XO. I 

just wanted to provide some brief background 

information around some performance data that XO put on 

the record through my March 23rd testimony. The first 

few pages of that testimony describe the results of a 

joint review undertaken by XO and Qwest of June 2000 

ASRs. And based on that review, XO found that Qwest's 

average FOC interval for June orders was 10 days for 

DS1, 1 2  days for DS3. The average order completion 

interval was 20 days for DS1 and approximately 33 days 
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In rebutting that portion of my 

testimony, Ms. Liston makes some points that I would 

like to respond to. First point I want to make, that 

retail private lines purchased from Qwest tariff 

represent the primary serving arrangement that XO uses 

to provide local dial tone to its customers. In light 

of that fact, I disagree with Ms. Liston's conclusion 

that this SGAT proceeding is not the proper forum to 

deal with terms and conditions of private lines which 

are used to provide local service. The D S 1  and D S 3 s  

that XO uses to provide local service through its 

customers are the functional equivalent of a D S 1  or D S 3  

loop and should be, in my view, subject to state 

performance measures and the provisions of post-entry 

performance plans governing deficient performance. 

Now moving specifically to the FOC issue 

in my testimony. There's a couple of points I would 

like to make. First, Qwest claims that because XO 

ordered out of the FCC tariff, that the FOC interval is 

72 hours, not two days, as claimed by XO, under the 

Utah commission rule. And Qwest can correct me if I am 

wrong here, but I think at the time the joint review 

was conducted, the FOC interval for private lines 

purchased from a tariff was, in fact, 48 hours. I 
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don't believe it moved to 72 hours until November of 

2000. 

Ms. Liston also rebuts the average 10-day 

FOC interval stated in my testimony by suggesting that 

XO can't provide a complete and accurate ASR. She 

faults XO's internal analysis and XO's data for an 

exaggerated FOC interval. I just wanted to point out, 

in response to that, that the only analysis that XO did 

was to calculate an interval based on date provided in 

a spreadsheet provided by Qwest. So, all of the 

underlying -- of the date underlying both the FOC and 
provisioning intervals, stated in my testimony, were 

prepared and provided by Qwest. That includes the date 

Qwest received the ASR, the date Qwest returned a FOC 

to XO, the due date on the FOC and the date the circuit 

was accepted by XO. So, to suggest that XO doesn't 

know how to submit an accurate ASR is just not a valid 

claim, in my view. In fact, I mean we could provide 

evidence from Qwest, in the form of an E-mail, stating 

that XO is among the best and the most accurate of all 

CLECs in terms of ASR submission. 

There was one other issue addressed in my 

testimony that's been characterized as corrupted FOC 

dates. That was an issue that was really unresolved by 

the joint review that I am referring to. XO has found, 
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on occasion, that that FOC date has changed after a ASR 

has been submitted via IMA. And we have never had a 

satisfactory explanation as to why. One would expect a 

FOC date to change if an order is jepped. In the 

instances that I am referring to, XO didn't receive a 

jep notice. But what occurred was that XO placed an 

order electronically, received a FOC from Qwest, and 

then in checking order status, prior to the expected 

provisioning date, we find the committed due date has 

been extended. So, we, frankly, that remains an 

unresolved issue as a result of a joint audit. And I 

think I would leave it there. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. LaFrance, just a few 

questions. 

MR. LaFRANCE: Sure. 

MR. STEESE: Just to clarify what you 

were saying, are these DSls that you ordered, were they 

all ordered as DS1 private lines out of the private 

line tariff? 

MR. LaFRANCE: That's correct. 

MR. STEESE: So none of them were ordered 

as unbundled loops? 

MR. LaFRANCE: That's correct. 

MR. STEESE: And before I ask more 

questions, just as a point for the group, in terms of 
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retail performance, I am not trying to say retail 

performance isn't important. It certainly is. At the 

same time, when you look at Section 271,  Section 2 7 1  

has set forth very clear identification of what our 

obligations are. And with respect to it, we are 

supposed to make sure that we provide resale, 

interconnection, and Unbundled Network Elements. And 

if they are not ordering Unbundled Network Elements -- 

again, I am not trying to say that this is not an 

important issue. I am just trying to say 2 7 1  is the 

inappropriate forum to bring the issue. When you look 

at Checklist Item 4, it doesn't say retail performance. 

It says, have you unbundled in such a way that provides 

an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to 

compete. And so, when you look at this particular 

issue, it just does not belong here. There's nothing 

on the checklist that relates to it. There's nothing 

in Section 2 7 1  of the act that relates to it. And so 

Qwest would simply say it's an important issue to deal 

with. Wrong place to bring the issue. 

MR. WILSON: AT&T disagrees with that. 

Qwest has made it so difficult to order D S 1  and DS3 

loops that most company's operations' groups continue 

to order these loops as private line. AT&T has been 

doing the same thing for sometime. We're trying to 
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burdens that are placed on us by Qwest, we think 

inappropriately, for instance, in verifying local use, 

for their local use restrictions, which the FCC put on 

EELS but Qwest is putting on loops as well, is very 

difficult for CLECs to prove, in a lot of cases, when 

you are dealing with large companies who want these 

T l s .  And it was virtually impossible to order D S 1  

loops up until recently, and it's still very difficult. 

And so, we are ordering these as well as loops. 

And I think their comments are quite 

appropriate, because the problem is the same whether 

it's ordered as private line, loop or as a UNE loop. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess what I am hearing 

what XO wants is for me to tell the people working this 

that it's our opinion here that the PEPP ought to 

include D S 1  orders from the interstate tariff in the 

penalties and incentives. Is that the request? 

MR. LaFRANCE: That is the request. And 

the rationale, as I said, goes to the functional 

equivalency of these circuits. I mean, they are used 

to provide local circuits -- or to provide local 

service, rather, and are functionally identical for a 

DS1 or DS3 loop. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I am having to sort 
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of take that, if you want, as a statement of position, 

that the failure of the group who is considering PEPP 

to include penalties for that relates to 271. I can do 

that. But, I will tell you, I don't think it's our 

place here to provide advice to the collaborative. I 

think it's your burden to make those points at the 

collaborative. 

Now, like I said, if what you are saying 

here is kind of in advance, in anticipatory l o s s  before 

the PEPP group, and if you don't get it in the PEPP, 

you think that somehow that's a 271 issue, I take that 

point. But I just don't want you to think that I can 

help you much in making your arguments with the PEPP. 

MR. KOPTA: And we appreciate that, and 

are not asking €or anything other than what you have 

just outlined. I think, in addition to Mr. Wilson's 

concerns, is also the sense, just to give you an idea 

of the issue. If you are talking about parity, it's 

fine in concept in terms of saying you ought to provide 

wholesale services in parity with retail services, but 

calling a private line or a special access circuit a 

retail circuit, in many cases, stretches that analogy 

to the point where it doesn't make sense, because you 

are providing a private line or special access circuit 

to a carrier to provide local service, and somehow 
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saying that, well, we're providing it to you as an 

unbundled loop in parity with the way we're providing 

it to you out of the retail tariff. And so it's not 

really parity in terms of how we -- how Qwest treats 

the end-user customer, how it treats the carrier 

customers. 

And, so, if you are going to say that we 

should give unbundled loops at the same level of 

service that we give you tariffed services, that are 

exactly the same thing, then you've got a meaningless 

measure, and that's the concern that we have, is that 

if all we're getting is the same thing, regardless of 

whether it's an unbundled loop or private line, then 

that's problematic in terms of saying that there's a 

parity obligation, because it's meaningless in those 

contexts. 

MR. STEESE: May I respond very briefly 

to that? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Again, this goes back to Day 

1. It wasn't Qwest who created the performance 

metrics. It was the industry group. In some 

instances, they did use that as a retail comparative. 

And those decisions were reached after much discussion 

and deliberation. And so, to the extent that you think 
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that a measure should change, Qwest would say that, at 

this point, the place to do that is not here. 

With respect to Mr. Wilson's comments 

that -- and I realize that this had been this way in 
the past, Ken, but that the use restriction -- local 
use restriction applies to unbundled loops, that has 

not been true since the discussion in Workshops 2, 5 

and 6. That issue was conceded in that workshop. And 

so -- 
MS. DeCOOK: Is that last month? 

MR. STEESE: In that particular context, 

I don't know for a fact that was a -- the requirement 
before, but I know, at that point there was consensus 

reached. It didn't apply to pure unbundled loops here. 

MR. WILSON: Has that been passed on to 

the Qwest account teams for the CLECs? 

MR. STEESE: I don't know that. I have 

not been involved in that workshop. 

MR. WILSON: We will pass that onto our 

people, but they, of course, don't interact with your 

team. They interact with the account team. So, I 

think it would be important for the account teams to 

understand that that is a change, and that when we are 

ordering loops, we can now do that, without having to 

meet the local use restriction, because that has been a 
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big problem, on threshold. 

MR. STEESE: Just make sure we're on the 

same page. Loops without transport, just a pure DS1 or 

DS3 loop. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. To collocations. We 

have spent the money to collocate in most of the 

critical wire centers, I think. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta. I agree 

that that was the resolution of that particular issue 

in the prior workshop, but there were other issues that 

we will be briefing as part of this proceeding, such as 

commingling. That also inhibits a carrier's ability to 

get something other than a private line and we're not 

going to repeat that discussion here. 

But just to say that there are other 

restrictions on the ability to obtain unbundled loops 

that, well, I would just leave it at that. There are, 

in addition to the local certification requirements 

that Mr. Wilson referenced, there are some other 

restrictions. And so there are a variety of reasons 

why a carrier would obtain private line o r  special 

access circuits as opposed to UNEs. And so rather than 

go into that on any kind of extended basis, I think the 

concern just boils down to what, for whatever reason 

that you are getting private lines as opposed to UNEs, 
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our concern is making sure that you get the same level 

of service, but that -- not that the tariff ought to be 

the point at which you determine where that service 

level is. 

MS. DeCOOK: And just a couple other 

points from AT&T's perspective. I think you focussed 

on the performance assurance plan, but I think, in our 

view, because of the various reasons why carriers feel 

compelled to order private lines instead of unbundled 

loops, I think it goes into the performance aspect 

component of 271. And one of the concerns I have heard 

expressed by our people, that there are still 

difficulties with submission of LSRs and rejects where, 

for things such as bizarre address issues, for example, 

and other reasons which we don't encounter as much on 

the ASR side, which is what is used in ordering private 

lines. And I think the frustration that we have 

encountered on the LSR side has led our people to use 

ASR -- the ASR process and order private lines as a 

substitute for unbundled loops, so we could get in 

service quicker. 

MR. STEESE: And, Becky, the address 

validation issue is a separate issue for discussion a 

little bit later. But I have heard XO's comments and 

Mr. Antonuk's comments with respect to that. Is there 
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anything XO wants to discuss, or can we move on to the 

next point? 

MR. KOPTA: (Shaking head in the 

negative.) That complete our concerns with respect to 

this issue. 

MS. DeCOOK: I did have one other issue 

on FOC trial that I raised yesterday, that kind of got 

deferred to today, and that was the issue about 

bringing in the results from the Colorado trial 

without -- to the extent there are reconciliation 

issues that arise in the process that Ms. Liston 

described, without bringing those in, because I think 

it creates an incomplete record here. And it may well 

be that there are no reconciliation issues, but I 

think, to the extent that they report on the results of 

the trial, that they report on a l l  of the results, 

including issues surrounding reconciliation. 

MR. ANTONUK: When will the 

reconciliation be complete, or is it not scheduled? 

MS. LISTON: The reconciliation -- what 

we have asked for is to have it complete three days 

prior to the Colorado workshop, which is scheduled for 

the end of May. So we're looking at, I think, the 

third week of May that we would have anything fully 

completed and have the reconciliation process completed 
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MR. STEESE: Basically, just to make sure 

this isn't confused, we're not saying we have done an 

order-by-order analysis when we have created this data. 

And what we have offered for those CLECs who have 

actually ordered xDSL type of loops from us, offered 

then given them their own individual numbers, order by 

order, what our data shows. And if someone is 

interested in meeting with us to reconcile, we will do 

so. I know we have got at least one request. I know 

of no others. And so, that will be ongoing, and is 

ongoing now. But in terms of reconciliation, we think 

we have reconciled data here that looks individually at 

every single order. 

MS. DeCOOK: The loop workshop in 

Colorado is scheduled for May 22nd through the 25th. 

So I believe the date -- wasn't the date the 15th that 

you had to get back? Was -- 

MS. LISTON: Sounds about right. The 

15th. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, you know, I think I 

know what's going to happen anyway, whatever I say. 

Sort of like the last brief I am working on. I get 

issues argued on the basis of transcript references 

from Washington state, which, you know, to me, is 
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nothing. So, if you all -- if you all think 

reconciliation information is important, if I see a 

footnote in the brief or a reference in the brief that 

says Qwest data was reconciled by some exhibit that 

hasn't been filed here, testimony that hasn't been 

filed here, or if I see evidence from someone else 

saying that reconciliation proved there were mistakes, 

that's not going to prove to be a satisfactory way of 

solving it. I think you will see some of the 

consequences of having proceeded like that when you see 

the next workshop order. Because, frankly, I don't 

consider a reference to a transcript in another state 

as part of the record in this proceeding. I think it's 

questionable whether it's even proper to cite a, you 

know, you report the state decision as authority let 

alone to provide a transcript that then, I guess, you 

assume we all have to go find. 

So, if anybody wants that stuff to be 

part of this record, then I need to have someone ask 

for that, and we need to make a rule on it, and then 

you have to provide it in the proper form, if it's 

allowed. So, you know, it's not enough to sort of run 

this thing up the flag pole and assume we'll catch up 

with it when you file a brief here that does little 

more than change the word "Washington" to 
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"multi-state," if you even get that far. 

MS. DeCOOK: That was specifically the 

reason €or my request here. I don't want to be put in 

a situation where Qwest puts in the information and 

then I have to try to reference something from Colorado 

that hasn't been incorporated into this record. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't want you to be in 

that position either. Actually, I don't want me to be 

in that position. If you've got a request, why don't 

you make it and I will allow a response, then I will 

make a decision on it. 

MR. STEESE: Before you make a response, 

can I make an offer? Qwest is not -- I mean, I look 

at this almost as the hearsay rule. We're not offering 

it f o r  the truth of the matter asserted. We're only 

offering it to show this is what our current experience 

is, and we have been working with the CLEC community to 

try and give them what they have asked for, that being 

a meaningful FOC. So, we realize that when you look at 

the FOCs, this is something that's going to be looked 

at very extensively in the ROC OSS test. It's 

certainly not the end of the discussion. The whole 

point is not to say that the data -- 98 percent of the 

data is to show we're working with you. We're doing 

our best to find something that is effective. And we 
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think this is a tool that will work. And we'll 

continue to work with you to see, through data 

validation and otherwise, that this is something you 

think is appropriate too. That is what it is provided 

for. 

MR. ANTONUK: A stipulation limiting the 

relevance of the -- 

MS. DeCOOK: Yeah. If Qwest agrees, this 

is not relevant to whether it's performing under this 

checklist item and providing appropriate FOCs to CLECs 

who provide DSL service, who are obtaining DSL loops, 

because that's my view of what you are offering it to 

show. That certain CLECs have raised issues about 

getting commitments from Qwest that are meaningful 

FOCs, and that -- but if they don't get those, they 

can't provide their service to their customers in a 

timely manner. And I think that's why you are engaged 

in the trial, and I think that's why you are bringing 

the evidence in that shows you have established the 

72-hour FOCI and you are meeting that FOC. 

MR. STEESE: And we might be talking 

semantics, which lawyers are want to do, but the point 

is, here, it's hard to say is it evidence we're doing 

better versus we're trying to address concerns. I 

mean, that's a fine line there. But when you look at 
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the end game of this report, I, in no way, anticipate 

that any of these commissions are going to say 

compliance with Checklist Item 4 without also saying, 

subject to ongoing results of the OSS test, because so 

many of the measures relate to loops. One of the 

measures is FOCs. Is this the end of the FOCs? No. 

Do we think this is indicative of, not necessarily the 

numbers but indicative of us trying to do the right 

thing to work with CLECs to get FOCs where it's helpful 

for everyone. We think yes. The exact numbers 

themselves is not what we're putting it up for. We're 

putting it up to show good faith working with CLECs. 

Hopefully, in time, we will bring to it the ROC, when 

this trial ends, and the data will be reconciled to 

show this is the right way to go with this type of 

loop. 

M S .  DeCOOK: Well, if in your brief you 

agree to limit the use of this information to showing 

that you're working with CLECs, not you are performing 

adequately under this checklist item, then, you know, I 

am fine with that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Why don't you just object 

to any use of it for evidence other than that. 

MS. DeCOOK: And I do object to the use, 

unless you are willing to bring in everything from 
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Colorado. 

MR. STEESE: Right. In that regard, I 

mean, I am looking at the list of impasse issues. I 

don't see this as an impasse issue. I heard this as a 

concern where we're reacting to the concern. It's hard 

to brief performance. Performance is either acceptable 

or it's not. And, so, when you look at this issue, 

we're not planning, in any way, in citing this in our 

brief as evidence of an impasse issue. The only way 

that -- and I can't even contemplate how we would use 
it to say we're working in good faith with CLECs. So 

we will so limit the use of the evidence. 

MR. ANTONUK: So, I think there's an 

objection to the use of this evidence for any purpose, 

other than showing the good-faith effort to work with 

CLECs to address the FOC problem. Did I accurately 

state your objection? 

MS. DeCOOK: That's fair. 

MR. ANTONUK: Response? 

MR. STEESE: No objection. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, sustained, in that 

case, because you didn't have an objection. All right. 

Just wanted to make it clear, so we don't -- I don't 

want to read briefs fussing over this issue. 

Okay. Okay. More on 18? I think that's 
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probably the first one, too. 

MR. STEESE: Move to Loop-21. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, actually, are you 

sure? I thought I had another one with “incomplete” 

marked here. Let me just make sure. 

MR. STEESE: We have two, Nos. 3 and 11, 

which are incomplete. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let’s go to 21, then. 

Those other two you mentioned were takebacks, correct? 

MR. STEESE: Correct. 

MS. LISTON: Loop-21 has to do with 

Section 9.2.4.4 of the SGAT. And there was the 

question raised about the limiting of the number of the 

orders the CLEC can place. We had this discussion, I 

think it was yesterday. And Qwest went on record as 

explaining that the number of -- when we talk about 

number of loops, we‘re talking about the number of 

loops per LSR to an end-user address, and not limiting 

the CLEC placing that many orders in a day, or anything 

like that. And I thought we closed that issue 

yesterday. In a different place we talked about it. 

MR. STEESE: And this language was 

specifically proposed in Arizona, and AT&”, without 

speaking for you, I thought you said that looked 

acceptable. You wanted a chance to run it by your 
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people. 

MR. ANTONUK: Is this an amendment that 

was provided as an exhibit that was passed out Monday? 

MR. STEESE: No. It's in the original 

SGAT . 
MR. ANTONUK: It's already contained in 

Exhibit JML-3. 

MR. STEESE: Correct. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is this the one that has the 

issues about LSR and specificity that's required and 

precision? 

MR. STEESE: No. This is the issue from 

Arizona. If you recall, Becky, that was the language 

that was somewhat inartfully worded and suggested that 

you couldn't order more than 25 loops in a day. 

MS. DeCOOK: Oh, I remember that one. 

MR. STEESE: That was not the issue. The 

issue was for order of 25 loops or more for the same 

LSR for the same end-user. That's ICB interval. We 

made that very clear when we amended the language. 

MR. WILSON: What does the sentence right 

before the 25 unbundled loops mean? The sentence 

reads, "The service interval may be impacted by order 

volumes and load control considerations." What does 

that mean? 
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MS. LISTON: I think -- well, I think 

what it should say is, "The service interval may be 

impacted, If and it I s  not supposed to be "order volumes" 

but, rather, "The service interval is impacted by the 

volume -- "the volume of loops on" -- "the number of 

loops on LSR." It's kind of tying it back to the 

service intervals where you got 1 to 8 -- 1 to 5 days, 

and dah-dah-dah. So I think we can change the language 

on this one. Service interval may be impacted by -- 

service -- say "service interval is impacted by number 

of loops per LSR, "or "on LSR." 

MR. WILSON: And it would be as described 

in Attachment C. 

MS. LISTON: That would be acceptable. 

The service interval as described in Attachment C. 

MS. DeCOOK: If you have that, do you 

need the next sentence, the 25 or more? 

MS. LISTON: No. Actually we can just do 

it the service interval. 

MS. KILGORE: I think 

the first sentence. 

MR. STEESE: We can j l  

two sentences. 

it's addressed in 

st delete the last 

MR. ANTONUK: Are you deleting the one 

that -- the one that has the word, "impacted" in it 
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too? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MR. WILSON: Because it looked like kind 

of a global disclaimer the way it was. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't like the word, 

"impacted." So that sentence and the one following it 

are to be deleted. 

MS. LISTON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Correct. 

MR. STEESE: Can we close that issue with 

that change? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Next. 

MR. STEESE: Issue 24A. 

MS. LISTON: Loop 24A has several parts. 

We'll start with just A, then we'll get to the other 

ones separately. Issue A has to do with a proposal 

that AT&T presented. And, basically, the way the 

proposal was presented was if AT&T, in their trouble 

isolation, identified the problems as being within 

Qwest's network, prior to turning over the repair 

ticket to Qwest, would Qwest -- would Qwest reimburse 

AT&T for the expenses associated with isolating the 

trouble to our network. Ken, did I represent that 

correctly? 
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MR. WILSON: Yes. I mean, this is a 

response to Qwest's paragraph 9.2.5.2, which is quite 

one-sided, basically saying that Qwest, if they do any 

work that doesn't result in determining that it's a 

Qwest problem, they will charge the CLEC for that work. 

And I was just saying that turnabout is fair play. If 

that's going to be their position on work they do, then 

they should reimburse the CLEC when the CLEC does the 

trouble isolation. 

M S .  LISTON: I want to make sure I had 

stated that correctly. Qwest's position is that 

overall trouble isolation ahead of time is part of 

doing business, and that Qwest should not have to 

compensate AT&T if they do any trouble isolation on 

their own part. To the extent that everybody -- part 
of doing business is maintaining your own network, is 

doing some upfront trouble resolutions, we do that 

in -- even in the retail environment. 

When you think about it, what we do in a 

trouble comes in from an end-user. We say, have you 

checked -- and there's some responsibility that we put 

on our end-user to see, have you checked this or did 

you do that. We ask them to do some investigation to 

see if they have got trouble on their end. Qwest does 

not view this as anything different, to the extent 
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that -- we also had a hard time believing that a truck 

would be rolled on a CLEC's behalf before they actually 

called the trouble ticket into Qwest to say we have 

trouble. So, we were looking at, you know, how far is 

this stretching it also. Are we really rolling trucks 

before we actually call Qwest to see if there is 

trouble on a particular -- and do some basic repair 

analysis. 

So Qwest's position is that it's not 

appropriate to turn this around and have Qwest-due 

compensation to AT&T. 

MR. ANTONUK: Are we down? 

SOUND PERSON: No. You're up again. 

MR. ANTONUK: All right. Mr. Wilson. 

MR. WILSON: I could apply the same 

arguments Ms. Liston just used to arguing that the 

costs that Qwest is quoting in 9.2.5.2 should be 

removed. And if that is what they would like to do, 

that would be fine. And we could remove our request 

for compensation as well. I mean, this is simply, you 

know, a reciprocal kind of payment. If you want no 

payment, that's fine too. 

MR. STEESE: Go ahead. 

MR. WILSON: Cost of doing business, you 

said it yourself. 
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MS. LISTON: This is different, also. 

MR. WILSON: How come Qwest always has to 

be whole? 

MR. ANTONUK: Wait a minute. Finish what 

you are saying before she interrupted, and then you 

responded to her interruption, then you can continue 

with your interruption, which won't be an interruption 

anymore. 

MR. WILSON: Thank you. It just seems 

that all of the arguments you used of cost of doing 

business, et cetera, can apply equally well to what you 

are proposing in 9 . 2 . 5 . 2 .  This is simply work. We're 

proposing, if the CLEC does work, you pay, and you are 

proposing if you do work, we pay. And I don't see the 

difference. 

MR. STEESE: When you look at the retail 

side, if the retail end-user does work and isolates -- 

says, it's not in our shop, they don't charge us. We 

go out. If we find it on our side, we fix it. This is 

the same exact scenario. You look at your situation. 

If you isolate trouble properly at the beginning to us, 

and you hand it to us,  it's going to be no cost to you. 

And, so, you hand that to us. We'll do our trouble 

isolation. Find it's on our facilities, and then go 

forth and repair. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1 6  

1 7  

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

152 

What we're preventing or trying to 

prevent against is you using us as your maintenance 

arm. I mean, you basically say we're having a problem. 

We're not going to invest anything in these customers. 

We're going to send it into Qwest, have them do the 

trouble isolation, tell us where it is and save 

yourself some time. Then you are asking either that 

you be compensated for actually interfacing with 

customers, or you are asking us to eat the cost of 

doing your work. And neither one is acceptable to 

Qwest. 

MR. WILSON: This is after you refer it 

back to us. And I guess my question to you, Mr. 

Steese, since you seem to be the witness, does Qwest 

charge their end-user when it turns out to be the 

end-user's inside wire or terminal equipment? Do you 

charge them? 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's take -- I would 
rather have Ms. Liston take a five-minute break, only 

five minutes. 

(Recess. ) 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's get back to it. So, 

Ms. Liston, here's what everybody is wondering. 

MS. LISTON: Okay. 

MR. ANTONUK: If you have a retail 
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customer -- if you have a retail customer, and you do 

some test that isolates the trouble to the customer's 

side, what's your policy in that case? 

MS. LISTON: In that case, Qwest charges 

the end-user customer for trouble isolation. 

MR. WILSON: No, you don't. 

MS. LISTON: Oh, yes we do. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't think -- I think 
Mr. Wilson's comments might not quite have gotten on 

the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Oh, no you don't. Oh, yes 

you do. So, go ahead, Ms. Liston. Sorry. I guess I 

was behind. 

MS. LISTON: The Qwest retail tariffs 

specify that if trouble is isolated to the end-user 

customer, then charges will apply to the end-user 

customer. We include this in those charges, trouble 

isolation charges that include if we had rolled a 

truck, that there would be associated charges 

associated with that. They are called trouble 

isolation charges. There are maintenance plans that 

retail customers can purchase into that, for a monthly 

fee. It will cover things like your inside wire 

problems. If you buy into a monthly plan, for 
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instance, a wire maintenance plan, then that would 

cover any kind of charges. But there's a monthly 

recurring fee associated with inside wire maintenance. 

If you do not buy into the maintenance plan, then, if 

we are dispatched and we're doing trouble and find out 

that it is a retail customer's equipment, inside wire 

issues, there is a charge. 

MR. WILSON: Well, let me explain. I 

have had Qwest to my house several times, and at least 

one of those it was inside equipment. I was not 

charged. I am not aware of a policy that you're 

describing. Perhaps it's new, but I am not aware that 

when it's simply isolated to the end-user, or a 

no-trouble found, that there's a charge for that. If 

you repair it, sure there's a charge. But just for 

isolation, I am not aware that you do that. 

MS. LISTON: So, are you making the 

distinction between trouble isolation versus trouble 

found? I mean, repairing a trouble? So, here's where 

I am getting stuck, Ken. We get called out. We find 

out that there's a problem on the inside wiring. We 

had to roll a truck to find out that there's inside 

wiring problems. We don't do any -- and you are 

saying, if we don't do any inside wire work, then we're 

not charging you at all. I am just confused by what 
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you just testified to. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. In other words, 

customer calls -- end-user calls and says I have a 
problem with my phone. You roll a truck. You come 

out, it's not the loop. And you tell the customer, 

generally, it's not our loop. It's probably your 

inside equipment or inside wire. Then they will say, 

if you want us to fix it, we will charge you X dollars 

an hour to do that, unless you have line-backer, which 

is a monthly fee, and then you fix it, with no 

additional charge. 

But my experience and my knowledge is 

that in the situation where you just tell them it's not 

our loop, it's probably inside your house, the customer 

says, okay, I will take a look. Your person walks 

away. That's the end of it. 

MS. LISTON: The retail tariffs include 

what's called a "trouble isolation charge." Sometimes 

it's referred to as a TIC charge -- it's a shortcut 
name of it, T-I-C, Trouble Isolation Charge -- is 

applied when we're in a situation where we identified 

the problem in the customer's -- the end-user's 
equipment. So if you are in a situation where you had 

inside wire problems, and you didn't get charged, you 

got lucky, because there is -- retail tariffs call for 
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MR. WILSON: Well, let's get precise. 

Does it say, if you go in and isolate it to a phone or 

a particular place -- in other words, you are saying 

how specific is the tariff. Because, you know, there's 

a fair difference in your simply saying it's not in our 

loop, it must be in your house, and in going in and 

actually figuring out what is the problem. That's a 

big difference. 

MS. HINES: Can I say something? LeiLani 

Hines with WorldCom. Just from my experience, because 

I just had this happen last month. I am not really 

happy about it, but as Jean was saying, there's a 

trouble isolation charge. If the trouble is found to 

be Qwest's trouble, they will fix it free of charge. 

If you don't have line-backer, the monthly recurring 

fee, and they isolate trouble to your home, you get 

charged -- I got charged $89. So you got lucky. Since 

I don't have line-backer, I either have to hire Qwest 

to come in to do my inside wire, or somebody else to do 

it. 

MR. ANTONUK: We're all learning not to 

mess with Mr. Wilson. Ms. Hines, have you testified 

before ? 

MS. HINES: Yes, I have. 
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MR. ANTONUK: You were sworn -- when you 

just testified, you were doing it with the recognition 

that you are still under oath, I am sure. 

MS. HINES: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Thanks. 

MR. WILSON: Well, it apparently is not 

inversely applied. If it is a tariff, then -- 
MS. HINES: I want his bill. 

MR. ANTONUK: So far we have a very small 

sample of evidence. Anyone else who wants -- 
MR. WILSON: Rather than get into 

discovery fights, we won't go down that trail. But 

then I think the issue is, if Qwest is collecting money 

for this, and they are on the retail side -- and this 
was actually going to be my next point anyway. I 

believe that the cost for that isolation is already in 

our loop cost, because the way that you have done -- I 
mean, there's the -- there is maintenance cost in the 

cost of the unbundled loop. The way you have done that 

loop cost is to supply to the commissions and the CLECs 

the data from your loop maintenance, and within that is 

the cost to isolate problems. Within that is the -- 
this fair number of cases where it turns out to be the 

end-user problem. So, I think this charge here is, at 

minimum, a double count, and it, at maximum, it's -- 
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there certainly is no reciprocal cost, because even if 

we agree that you charge your end-users for this, if 

the CLEC does the work and isolates it to your loop, 

why isn't the same charge applied to you. 

MS. LISTON: There are a whole lot of 

questions in there, Ken, and first I want to say, we 

have said this a hundred times. This is not the cost 

docket. But my understanding of the way that the cost 

structure works is, in many cases, the underlying cost 

structure associated with what went into our wholesale 

cost study was on the basic same premise as our retail. 

Our retail does not include trouble isolation when it's 

not Qwest's service. I do not believe that in the 

wholesale cost studies that's a cost docket issue. 

We're taking the position that what we are doing on the 

wholesale side of the house for trouble isolation is 

the exact same thing we're doing on the retail side of 

the house. We have parity there, and that's what the 

SGAT reflects; that we're doing the exact same thing on 

wholesale as we're doing on retail. 

MR. ANTONUK: Ms. Young. 

MS. YOUNG: Jean, I have a question with 

regard to how you would handle -- yes, how you would 

handle this issue with another carrier. So, 

specifically interoffice facilities, and you have 
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trouble on interoffice facilities between you and 

another carrier, whether it's an ILEC or an IXC. And 

the other carrier, in the process of testing the 

facility, isolates the trouble to a Qwest piece of the 

facility. How is that handled on a meet-point basis? 

Does that carrier bill Qwest? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know how trouble 

isolation is done on meet-point issues between two 

carriers. 

MR. WILSON: Well, I guess -- I mean we 

can just take this to impasse. I think it's AT&T's 

position that this should either be reciprocal or you 

take out the isolation charges. One, you know, take 

your pick. But there shouldn't be a one-way charge 

here. Either the party doing the work gets 

compensated, or we leave it as we did in a earlier 

position that Qwest proposed of the same kind, where 

you simply took out that either party charges. 

MR. STEESE: Ken, can I ask one quick 

question before we go to impasse, see if we can decide 

it here. If we -- if you think this is a 
double-charging issue, and you can equally resolve it 

there, why won't resolution in the cost docket take 

care of it? 

MR. WILSON: Well, I mean, we have done 
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that many places, Why don't we make a rule that, kind 

of like in basketball, when it's a tie, there's a 

directional error. Why don't we take it out here, 

since we left it in many places. If you win in the 

cost docket, you can put it back in. 

MS. DeCOOK: Jump ball error. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me play referee here. 

This might be a foul at this point. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think the brownie kicked 

in. 

MR. ANTONUK: As a general matter, I 

haven't seen any exception to this yet. There -- it is 
a fair issue to question whether there's 

double-recovery of a cost. We don't have a basis for 

making that decision. Those decisions have to be 

handled somewhere else, and they may already have been 

handled, for all we know, in some states. Maybe not 

all. But the issue of whether a charge at all is 

justified or not, I think fairly generally has also 

been considered something relevant here. A number of 

those issues have been disputed, a number have been 

briefed, and there will be a decision on them. 

So, I think deferring the question of 

whether or not this is a charge that should either be 

reciprocal or should be waived is something that we 
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should address here. And I think the argument is 

pretty well laid out. I think it's pretty clear. 

MS. DeCOOK: We're happy to refer to the 

double-recovery issue, but I think not only whether the 

issue should be recovered -- the charge should be 

recovered at all, but if it's recovered, should there 

be a reciprocal charge. I think that's the issue that 

remains here. 

And just one thing I don't want the 

record to be unclear on, as to what Ms. Liston said 

about the retail cost being the same -- developed in 
the same way that the wholesales costs are. They 

aren't really, because when retail costs are developed, 

it uses a TSLRIC approach as opposed to wholesale 

costs, which are developed using a TELRIC approach. 

And those are different. How that impacts this charge, 

I can't testify to, and I doubt that you can either, 

but there is a difference between the cost components 

of a wholesale versus a retail cost. 

MS. LISTON: And I agree with you that 

there are differences between the two. The piece that 

I was referring to is that when you look at some of the 

underlying assumptions in terms of whether it's 

maintenance or trouble, there's some consistency, and 

on the whole -- on the retail side, we have trouble 
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isolation, but I agree with, there are differences in 

the overall costing. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I just have one 

question about the way -- the billing keep up. How do 

you respond to the point that was made a little while 

ago, that if the charges are waived, then a CLEC could 

make Qwest bear an inordinate burden in doing the 

baseline checking and testing of where the troubles 

are. Obviously it doesn't relate at all to the 

reciprocity argument. 

MR. WILSON: For UNE loop, the CLEC is 

getting the loop from Qwest, and a l s o  the network 

interface device. And a fair number of the problems 

that would occur would occur in the network interface 

device. 

I think we may remember, from the subloop 

workshop, the discussions of technicians working on 

these panels and causing problems. And I think it 

remains a bit of a question, probably to Qwest, if it 

turns out the trouble is some technician caused a 

problem at a terminal, is Qwest responsible for repair 

on the UNE loop or the CLEC, because the CLEC actually 

is only providing network elements from the Qwest wire 

center back to the CLEC switch. So, I would contend 

that Qwest should pick up problems that occur on the 
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terminals out in the field, and that inside wire really 

starts past the terminal where the customer actually 

owns the wiring. They probably need to answer that 

question. 

But I do think there is an issue, if the 

CLEC always calls Qwest without doing any attempt at 

isolation, and, in other words, if you are simply using 

Qwest as your repair bureau, that that could be -- they 
might have a legitimate concern there. If the CLEC is 

actually testing from the switch out as far as it can, 

with maintenance tests, and then they call Qwest, then 

I am not sure they have an argument. 

MS. DeCOOK: I guess I have a hard time 

understanding the issue -- that particular issue in the 
context of this section, because this section states 

that Qwest will perform the test to do the isolation. 

And our proposed language says, once they do that test, 

when they see and they refer it back to us, if once 

they have done that referral, we then isolate the 

problem to be on the Qwest side, even though they 

referred it back to us, that's when they would pay the 

trouble isolation charge. So, it's not as if we're 

attempting to shift the responsibility to Qwest to do 

the trouble. They have already said they are going to 

do the trouble isolation in this paragraph. 
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MR. KOPTA: This is Gregg Kopta for XO. 

Just to jump in here. If you look at the paragraph 

above the one we've been talking about, which is 

9.2.5.1, there is already an obligation that the CLEC 

is supposed to isolate the trouble in the first 

instance. And so, I am assuming that, as part of the 

report to Qwest, the CLEC would say, here's what we 

have done to isolate the trouble, and here's why we 

think it's on your network. I don't think that that's 

an issue you have raised, Mr. Antonuk, in terms of 

automatically dumping this onto Qwest, because there's 

already an obligation, and you would be in violation of 

the agreement if you simply immediately turned, after 

the end-user called you, and called Qwest. 

MR. ANTONUK: You are suggesting that if 

a CLEC calls Qwest, and can't make a factual showing 

that they have done whatever 9.2.5.1 requires, Qwest 

could say you haven't laid a proper foundation to 

oblige me to make the test. 

MR. KOPTA: Well, if they are looking at 

the agreement, they would say you have an obligation, 

under the agreement, to do something before you call 

me, go do that. And I think that's perfectly 

legitimate, under this agreement. And as I say, I am 

not familiar with the processes, and what happens. 
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But, I would assume that, as part of the report to 

Qwest, the CLEC would say, here's what we have done and 

in response to this complaint that we got from our 

end-user, and by the -- as a result of that test, or 
whatever we have done, we believe it's on your network, 

and so you need to take care of it. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let me ask you, then, from 

a process point of view, Qwest, would you -- what do 
you expect the CLEC to have done, and how does what a 

CLEC has done or not done affect whatever testing you 

are willing to do under 9.2.5.2? 

MS. LISTON: We would hope that the CLEC 

does some trouble isolation ahead of time. However, we 

would not turn them away if they said they hadn't done 

any test, or if they hadn't done anything. And it was 

kind of, as we were talking through the different 

scenarios, there was one situation that came to my 

mind, because just there was something that came out 

and stood out on a report, and I questioned it. And I 

said, do me a favor and investigate this for me. And 

because it was -- it looked like something strange was 
going on. 

And the situation -- it was a trouble 

ticket that was open a long time, and I was real 

concerned about the data. And what happened is we were 
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having a hard time figuring out what was wrong with it. 

Wound up there was no inside wire. And so CLEC had 

ordered the unbundled loop, we had provisioned the 

unbundled loop, but the inside wire had never been 

done. It was never connected. And so we were in a 

situation, trying to figure out what is going on. 

Couldn't figure anything, doing all of our testing, it 

was no -- there was no inside wire. It was a brand-new 

residence situation. 

And here's the situation where, on the 

retail side of the house, Qwest would have had the 

right to charge for the trouble isolation charge on 

retail, saying there's no inside wire. Obviously there 

was some basic tests that weren't done before the 

trouble was called into Qwest. We did not turn CLEC 

away and say, we're not going to take the trouble 

ticket from you. We're going to do what we can to try 

to get the customer back in service. Well, it was real 

difficult to get the customer back in service. 

So, those, you know, and I know that's 

just one isolated incident, as we were talking through 

these things, those things do happen. We're not going 

to turn the CLEC away when they say, you know, we have 

got a trouble, we got a customer out of service. We're 

not going to say, did you do this, this and this. And 
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if they say, no, we're going to say, go away and come 

back to us. We'll take the trouble and we'll start 

trying to resolve it right away, to get the customer 

back in service. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think that's sort of the 

problem I am having here, Mr. Kopta. I sort of see the 

obligation in 9.2.5.1. I see 9.2.5.2, and I see Qwest 

maybe saying, demonstrate compliance with 9.2.5.1, or I 

don't perform under 9.2.5.2. Real way this happens is 

Qwest assures compliance with 9.2.5.1 by charging them 

if the failure ends up in a case where the trouble was 

on the customer side. 9.2.5.1, that's what makes this 

a little difficult to unravel, 

MR. KOPTA: I can understand we're 

talking about two different kinds of scenarios. CLEC, 

for whatever reason, doesn't do everything that it 

could and maybe doesn't do anything. Says, here's the 

problem. Qwest tracks it down and says, gee, it's not 

us, it's you. Since there wasn't compliance with the 

first part, that some kind of charge might be 

appropriate. 

The second scenario is the CLEC does what 

it can to isolate the trouble, says, geez, according to 

what we have done, it's on your network, Qwest. Qwest 

looks through it and says, no, it's not us. And then 
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there's some sort of collaboration, I am assuming, 

between the two carriers, to find out what the deal is. 

If it turns out it was on Qwest's network, then there's 

no compensation for anybody. And if it turns out to be 

on the CLEC's network, then Qwest is compensated for 

that. 

And I think that's where AT&T's concern 

seems to be is the, geez, we did everything we were 

supposed to do, and, for whatever reason, it doesn't 

work out. And we're getting charged for this 

particular service where we wouldn't be able to charge 

if it were the other way around. 

MR. ANTONUK: Some fixed charge for 

isolation. Is it kind of a T&M thing? 

MS. LISTON: Just drew a blank. T&M. 

MS. KILGORE: 9.2 .5 .1  says time and 

materials. I would guess that's not a fixed charge. 

MR. KOPTA: One of the issues we had, and 

I guess it was Larry's issue -- I don't really want to 
jump ahead -- that very question, which is the SGAT 
doesn't really seem to specify that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. KOPTA: If there's going to be a 

charge, then we would certainly like some more 

specificity. One of the issues we had earlier was 
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miscellaneous charges. I went back to look at that. 

This is not among those miscellaneous charges. So we 

would like to have some definition of that as well. 

MR. ANTONUK: All right. That's 

relevant, because if the resolution of this issue would 

be a reciprocal charge, it's obviously a lot easier to 

design a way to do that if the charges are liquidated. 

If you got T&M and we got different labor rates, and 

we're going to have arguments that CLECs are billing 

Qwest for three times the charges for their testing as 

Qwest, we have sort of -- what we're getting ourselves 

into is a real morass. But maybe we can hold this part 

until we get the issue you are worried about, because 

it sounds like it has similar dimensions. 

MS. YOUNG: The way I read this sounds 

like there are two charges that could actually be 

assessed. The one if the trouble is isolated back to 

the CLEC's collocation equipment, et cetera, then it 

sounds to me like time and material charges of some 

sort would be assessed to CLEC. If the trouble is 

isolated back to the CLEC's customers, CLEC's end-user 

equipment, then the trouble isolation charge would 

apply. Am I reading this wrong? So there are actually 

two scenarios that could happen. 

MS. LISTON: I am trying to catch up on 
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the SGAT language and look at it. And I think what the 

SGAT is referring to is that there may be different 

times that those charges would apply. So, if we're in 

a situation with an end-user situation, that may be a 

situation that would occur, and then there's the other 

situation that may occur. So, it would be two 

different times, not so much that they would be in 

conjunction with each other, but rather there may be 

different circumstances that would occur that would 

cause this to be charged to the CLEC. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's be careful here. Let 

me offer a possible suggestion about what I think this 

means, and you can correct me if I am wrong. If it's 

on the customer's side of the NID, there's no repair so 

there's nothing to charge for except for trouble 

isolation. 

MS. LISTON: Correct. 

MR. ANTONUK: If it's between the 

collocation equipment and NID, in other words, if it's 

Qwest's equipment, you are going to pay for everything, 

not just the repair but also whatever testing or 

trouble isolation you did. 

I think the third scenario, which is 

probably the one that Ms. Young was getting into, is 

it's one -- I am not sure I am following here. I mean, 
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isn't it also true that if it's in the CLEC's 

collocation equipment, there's not going to be a repair 

charge either, because Qwest isn't going to repair 

that. So how could the charge to isolate it to the 

collocation equipment be any different from the trouble 

isolation charge, in nature, to isolate it to the 

customer's side of the NID. I mean, maybe it takes 

more or less testing to do the one than the other, but 

we're charging for the same thing here, aren't we? 

MR. STEESE: Can I ask Ms. Liston a 

question, then I will get to that. When you do a -- 
MR. ANTONUK: Yeah. 

MR. STEESE: When you do a trouble 

isolation charge, where do you test from and to? We 

know it tests to the demarcation point. Where does it 

test from? 

MS. LISTON: It would be tested from the 

Central Office, so that it's from the Central Office 

out to the customer. 

MR. STEESE: I am s o r r y .  I suppose I 

meant it a little more precise. Where in the Central 

Off ice? 

MS. LISTON: I think I may have -- I 

think I know the answer to this, but I am not sure of 

it. I want to just double-check with Jeff. 
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MR. WILSON: Mr. Steese, which direction 

would you be looking? 

MR. STEESE: I am looking at isolating it 

to the inside wire type of situation. 

MR. WILSON: Looking from the wire center 

out? 

MR. STEESE: Correct. If you were trying 

to look, and you isolate the problem to the customer's 

inside wire, would you test from where in the Central 

Office to the demarcation point in the end-user's 

premise ? 

MR. HUBBARD: You would test to the 

residential -- to basically the NID that's there. 
MR. STEESE: I am talking, where do you 

test from in the CO? From the collocation? From an 

ICDF? Where do you test from? 

MR. HUBBARD: You test from the ICDF. 

MR. STEESE: To the extent that the 

trouble was on the CLEC's side, in their collocation, 

or somewhere between the collocation and the switch, 

would you have to perform additional tests, if 

necessary, cooperatively with the CLEC to try and 

isolate that charge to a point on their facilities? 

MR. HUBBARD: Yes. You would basically 

test it from the ICDF, whether it's out to the customer 
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or back to the collocation cage. You have to work that 

in conjunction with the CLEC. 

MR. STEESE: Are there relatively easy 

mechanized tests that can be looked at from the ICDF, 

or points where you are testing from in the Central 

Office, out to the end-user prem? 

MR. HUBBARD: Easy mechanized? No, you 

would have to break it there, physically look at it. 

MR. STEESE: What happens if I do break 

it there? 

MR. HUBBARD: You would have to open the 

circuit. It would take intervention of an employee to 

do that. 

MS. YOUNG: I think, to Mr. Antonuk -- I 
am sorry, Chuck. Were you done? 

MR. STEESE: Yes, I was. 

MS. YOUNG: I think, to Mr. Antonuk's 

question, this is where I am getting confused. I want 

to make sure I am understanding it, In 9.2.5.2, 

there's a sentence that says, "If the trouble is 

attributed to CLEC's collocation equipment, cabling or 

cross-connects, Qwest will notify CLEC and charges will 

apply." Is that the same trouble isolation charge that 

would apply to the following sentence when we're 

discussing the facilities behind the NID? Is that -- 
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is it the same thing? 

MS. LISTON: I don't know. I believe 

it's the same charge, but I don't know. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, on the nature of the 

collocation, it might be the -- if it's on the -- if 
it's in the CLEC's equipment, cabling or 

cross-connects, it might either be the CLEC's or 

Qwest's obligation to repair that, correct? For 

example, if it's virtually collocated equipment, you 

are going to have to repair it. So, I am assuming the 

charges you are talking about here are those charges as 

well? 

See, I am -- I guess, Ms. Young, your 

question sort of gets me thinking. There's a whole lot 

of things mushed together here, and in too few words. 
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MR. ANTONUK: Would it always -- it 
certainly would not always be true that Qwest would 

repair the problem if it's in the collocation 

equipment; because if it's physical collocation, the 

CLEC would have to do that; right? 

MS. LISTON: That's correct. 

MR. ANTONUK: How about cabling and 

cross-connects, are they always one party or the other 

party's responsibility? 

MR. KOPTA: That's actually the other 

issue that XO has with this other provision, that it's 

not always the CLEC's. For example, the 

interconnection type or ITP can be self-provisioned by 

the CLEC or it can be provided by Qwest. So in that 

instance, you know, if it's the CLEC's, and the CLEC's 

got responsibility and dominion over that facility, 

then it's the CLEC's; but if it's Qwest's, then those 

are Qwest facilities. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, I think it sounds to 

me like we've got three kinds of charges here. We have 

the actual charges of doing the repair; we have the 

charges that are associated with isolating the trouble 

to points downstream from the NID; and we have problem 

of isolating the trouble to the CLEC collocation 

equipment and cross-connects. 
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I think what it's worth doing is have 

Qwest to check to be sure they are comfortable that the 

words are sort of getting across everything that's at 

issue here; and I'm inclined to think that we might 

want to kind of go to the concerns Mr. Kopta was 

talking about and kind of have those questions to do 

that, because that discussion may or may not help with 

this exercise I'm talking about now. 

MR. KOPTA: I'm not sure how much it's 

going to help because it's really part and parcel of 

the same thing. The concerns that we've expressed are 

making sure that we're talking -- that we know what 
we're talking about in terms of what are the CLEC's 

facilities and what are Qwest's facilities. 

MS. LISTON: Uh-huh. 

MR. KOPTA: I don't think that the 

language that's here really does that. 

The second concern is, if there are going 

to be charges involved, when are they going to apply 

and how -- how are they determined? There isn't an 

Exhibit A charge line -- line charge €or saying, 
Trouble isolation, for example. 

And there are two different ways -- I 
mean, in the language of this provision, there are time 

and materials charges referenced in 9.2.5.1; in 
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9.2.5.2, it simply -- there's -- the second reference 
is -- and the sentence that Ms. Young read was, Charges 
will apply. Of course -- which is not only passive 

voice, but it doesn't have any identification of what 

those charges will be. And then in the following 

sentence it says, Charges will apply for trouble 

isolation. 

So we're talking about the same thing. I 

mean, what are the charges; when do they apply; are 

there different charges for different activities; and 

how are those calculated? 

MR. STEESE: You have hit on an issue I 

think we need to think about and clarify ourselves. I 

think that the questions are understandable and we will 

have to bring this -- look at this and bring a modified 

language back to the group. 

MR. WILSON: Just one addit onal comment: 

In the AT&T suggested language, which is KLW-2, we had 

also proposed striking the last sentence n 9.2.5.1 

since that paragraph is dealing with cooperative 

testing between the CLEC and Qwest. We thought it was 

appropriate for each company to bare its own costs; and 

I believe the Qwest witness even talked about it being 

cooperative testing. 

So we think that unilateral charges is 
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not appropriate. Sometimes the problem will be within 

the Qwest network and sometimes it -- it can -- you 

know, it can go both ways. So we think that should 

essentially be, each keep it's own. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I'm -- I'm confused 
at this point as to whether that last sentence is even 

referring to -- I guess I'm struggling with the right 
to you to determine that -- whether that last sentence 
in 9.2.5.1 is limited to the isolation charges or 

whether that's not trying to say, quote, To resolve 

trouble reports, Qwest is going to charge you if it's 

not in their network. 

So that almost implies to me that that's 

the actual repair work, itself. 

MR. WILSON: Okay. 

MR. ANTONUK: I guess I really -- I think 
we ought to re-baseline this section before we can get 

these tougher issues worked out. 

MR. STEESE: I agree with that, 

Mr. Antonuk. 

Just give us -- I'm assuming we're going 

to have a longer than five-minute break this afternoon. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah. 

MR. STEESE: And if we do, let us see if 

we can get it together; if not, we'll bring it back 
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first thing in the morning. 

MR. ANTONUK: Aren't we nearing the end 

of the loop issues anyway? 

MR. STEESE: We have No. 24-B and 27. 

MR. ANTONUK: And then a couple of 

take-backs. 

MR. STEESE: And a couple of take-backs. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's try to get through 

those. Do you think we can get through those before 

the normal break time? 

MR. STEESE: We certainly are willing to 

try. 

MR. ANTONUK: Let's try that and then 

maybe we can take a break and come back and close with 

maintenance and repair after that. 

MR. STEESE: Can we start with 24-B? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes -- before we do that, 
it sounds like 24-C is what we're going to have to put 

o f f ,  right? 

MR. STEESE: That's correct. Mr. Kopta 

dealt with that. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. LISTON: Okay, 24-B has to do with 

address validation issues. 

Qwest has provided in the IMA tool an 
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address validation functionality on a preorder basis. 

The tool enables the CLEC to -- when they put the 
end-user's address in, there are -- and it does not 

find a direct match, it does provide a pull-down menu 

of address -- of alternative addresses. This 

functionality, in terms of address validation, exists 

both on the wholesale side and on the retail side. 

The -- on the wholesale tool, it is 

actually more user-friendly than our retail tool. The 

wholesale tool, like I said, does have the pull-down 

menu. And one of the problems that we have with the 

address validation and making sure that the address is 

the correct address is, as we go across our 

fourteen-state territory -- and I live in the state of 
Washington and I think we've got some of the most 

peculiar problems there -- is that there are many 

addresses that are very similar but they are very, very 

different. 

So, you know, I live on 145th Southeast. 

There is another address that's Southeast 145th. And 

then there is 145th Place and 145th Avenue and 145th 

Street and 145th Circle; and they are -- southeast and 
northeast get switched in the front and the back. 

So if you are in a situation like that 

and you don't have the correct address on your LSR, we 
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really can't provision service to the correct home. So 

the key, in terms of coming up and making sure you have 

a good address, is really, in my mind, kind of 

essential to providing service. If you don't know 

where you are going, it's hard to get it there. 

So the tool is in IMA, it does allow for 

the pull-down menu where you get your multiple choices; 

and what will happen is it will give you the choices; 

and it will say, Here are the near matches, and it will 

give you near matches. 

So -- and I played with the tool a 
little, myself, on this one, where I put my address in 

and I put it in funny -- I think I left off avenue on 
mine. And when I pulled down the menu, it gave me 

several alternatives that had the 145th Southeast in 

it; but it had the streets and places and those kinds 

of things. 

The other alternative that it does give 

you is, if there are multiples at that same address, it 

will give you a pull-down menu with the multiple 

alternatives at that same address so we can also make 

sure we're getting to the right suite or apartment or 

those sorts of things. 

MR. ANTONUK: But it sounds like the 

problem is, you know what's the right match for your 
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address when you go in there. So when you see it as 

one of the alternatives, you know it's the correct one. 

How does the CLEC know that? I mean, 

does it have sort of a field-matching capability where 

if they put the name and telephone number in, they can 

sort of use that to corroborate that they got the right 

one? Because if -- if all you are doing is putting in 
everything that looks like something close to the 

address they put in, it seems to me that's not going to 

help them very much in figuring out which of those 

choices is the correct one. 

MS. LISTON: Do you want take that, 

Chris? 

MR. VIVEROS: The tool gives them near 

matches for two different situations. Basically there 

is an expectation that -- in lots of cases, it's the 

actual CLEC's customer service representative who is 

executing the transactions in the system and they have 

the customer on the line. So much like what our retail 

service representative would do, they would say, Okay, 

I don't have an exact match on your address, I need 

some more information; and let me clarify exactly where 

it is you are at. 

MR. ANTONUK: And you can sort of read 

off the choices to the customer that pop up on the 
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screen? 

MR. VIVEROS: Exactly -- or kind of work 
with them from a local knowledge standpoint to figure 

out how to isolate it. 

In the case of existing service, there is 

the capability to do an address match, based on 

telephone number; but, again, that would be limited to 

existing service conversions, and the existing service 

does need to be a type of service that exists in our 

address database. 

Not all telephone services are loaded 

into the address database. The address database is 

primarily a residential and basic business tool. So if 

you've got a very large business customer who has got 

Centrex service, their existing service won't be in 

there, so you cannot perform that telephone number 

match. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Then how -- go 
ahead, AT&T, why don't you go for a minute here. 

MR. WILSON: A couple of questions: I 

think one of the -- one of our  questions is, since the 

phone number on most orders -- even for loops, because 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2  

1 3  

1 4  

1 5  

1 6  

1 7  

1 8  

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

22 

2 3  

24 

25 

about 80 percent of UNE loops go with a number port, so 

the phone number is a primary piece of data -- I guess 

we -- we think it's curious that orders with small 
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address problems that have the phone number are 

rejected because it seems like you have plenty of 

information to complete the order but you are not. 

The second issue is, we are actually 

seeing situations where we go in and verify the 

address; we get -- we match the phone number with the 
address; and then later the order is rejected by Qwest 

for bad address. It appears that there are additional 

systems back in the -- in the back office systems of 

Qwest that have other address databases that don't 

quite match sometimes. 

So I think those are two questions. One, 

why -- why do we reject on simple address problems when 

we have a phone number; and even in Ms. Liston's -- Ms. 

Liston's examples, the phone numbers -- even though the 

addresses may look the same and are far apart -- would 
be different phone numbers. So the phone number is 

going to match with one of those. 

And then the second question is, why are 

we seeing rejects when we have done the address 

verification? 

MR. ANTONUK: You mean through the use of 

this tool? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: This tool Qwest is 
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referencing? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: So you have used that tool? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: You have gotten an address 

and have had the customer say, Yes, that's right; and 

then you still get rejects? 

MR. WILSON: Yes, later. In other words, 

we will get an FOC and then later it will kick out of 

the system as a bad address. So it seems like it's 

passing through one layer of mechanical flow-through 

and then gets rejected later; and there seems like 

there is something wrong in the address which we had 

verified. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, if those facts are 

right, it sounds like you don't have a match between 

what you are asking them to draw from and what you are 

using to process the LSR. 

MR. VIVEROS: And without very specific 

examples, it's kind of hard to isolate what the 

situation is. The only circumstance I can imagine 

where, after we have successfully matched against 

Premise, which is our official address database and 

would be required in order to create internal service 

orders and return an FOC, would be between that 
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database and the databases that subtended and E911 

information. 

The exception there is that E911 is 

driven by the county -- the city, the county or the 

state. And there are some differences with respect to 

communities, particularly where people like -- even 
though they are technically in one city, their postal 

address might reflect another city that might be more 

affluent. 

Our provisioning databases can take those 

things into account. The E911 database is very 

unforgiving with respect to that and it is loaded from 

the master street address guide supplied by the county, 

generally. 

MR. ANTONUK: But does it -- does that 

database have anything to do with whether or not you 

reject an LSR for an invalid address? 

MR. VIVEROS: No, but subsequent 

activity -- and certainly in the case of an unbundled 

loop where you submit your LSR for the loop; and then 

subsequent to that, you submit a request €or a 

directory listing or to load your customer in E911 

could journal -- not directory listing, but E911, could 
result in a reject, there, using the exact same address 

because of our acceptance in processing with one 
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community and the request needing to carry the actual 

county-sanctioned community for E911 purposes. 

That's the only circumstance I can think 

of where you would get that far into the process and 

then potentially have an address conflict. Absent 

that, I would need very specific examples to 

investigate. 

MR. ANTONUK: But that -- that 
circumstance you describe wouldn't cause the -- the LSR 
for the loop to be kicked out, would it. 

MR. VIVEROS: No, it would not. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, Mr. Wilson. 

MR. WILSON: Well, you say, No, it 

wouldn't. But, I mean, maybe -- maybe it is. I mean, 

that sounds -- I mean, the process you describe, at 

least from our view, where we don't have the 

information, is aware it's getting kicked out. It is 

getting initially accepted and then rejected later. It 

could -- it could be this problem. 

I guess the question is, how, within your 

processing of CLEC orders, would that -- how would that 
get handled; because I guess it would -- it would 
depend on whoever is doing the E911 look-up for you as 

to whether or not they decided to reject it. 

MR. VIVEROS: I'm not sure I completely 
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The LSR requesting an unbundled loop or 

conversion to unbundled loop is handled separately and 

independently of a request to load your end-user with 

their telephone number in E911. 

And as a matter of fact, we have a 

third-party who does our E911. So when you are 

submitting your E911 requests, they go directly between 

you and the third-party. If that third-party were to 

reject your E911 request, it would have no bearing on 

Qwest's processing of the unbundled loop unless -- from 
our perspective. 

Now, I can't speak to -- from a CLEC's 

perspective. I don't know what mechanization or 

association they might have in their systems or in 

their processes, so that when a reject came from the 

E911 piece of a request for a new customer it didn't 

look like a reject to the service rep. 

MR. ANTONUK: I t ' s  a question of how 

that's recorded and what action they are set up to take 

if they get an E911 problem while some loop conversion 

is in process. 

MR. WILSON: It's my understanding -- and 
I think we can get you a couple of examples -- that for 

the order we actually get an FOC back within 24 hours 
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or so; and then later, close to the due date, we are 

getting a second reject or a -- as I said in Colorado, 

an anti-FOC. It's not a jeopardy, it's actually a 

rejection, later -- which is an interesting process 
issue in itself. 

But -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. What -- I guess what 
I'm hearing you say, Mr. Viveros, is -- let's put aside 

how easy the IMA tool is to use for a CLEC, we can 

argue about that in a minute. If they use that tool 

correctly and they come up with an address and it's a 

valid address, when you processes that LSR, you are 

going to be looking for exactly that same address; and 

if you get it, then the LSR is not going to be kicked 

out for an invalid address because you are running it 

against the very same data; is that correct? 

MR. VIVEROS: That's what I'm saying. 

MR. ANTONUK: Then that tells me that we 

may not quite have figured out where the problem is 

here. 

MR. WILSON: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: So I think if you can, 

Mr. Wilson, it would help if we can get something a 

little more -- a little more specific in terms of the 
circumstances. 
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MR. WILSON: We can -- we can provide 
some -- some of these examples. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, just a question -- I 
mean, what -- I want to make sure we give them what 
they can use to track. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah. 

MS. DeCOOK: What is it that you would 

need, specifically -- 

MR. ANTONUK: Good point. 

MS. DeCOOK: -- in order to track some of 
our examples, so we can make sure you can track it? 

The LSR -- is there an order number, a PON, something 
like that? 

MR. VIVEROS: There should be an LSR on 

there. The LSR is certainly the most helpful. 

Certainly the purchase order number -- and, quite 
honestly, the best think you could give me would be 

examples of the reject notices you have. 

MS. LISTON: And again, the -- the more 

current they are, the easier it is to track. So if we 

get examples that occurred a year ago, we're not going 

to be able to find them in our databases. 

MR. WILSON: No, I think these are a l l  

this year -- I'm pretty sure. 
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MS. LISTON: And the only reason I said 

that is that there is, in some of our systems, some 

time-out features in terms of us losing service order 

information. So the most current that you can find 

would be the best and easiest for us to do any tracking 

on. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm assuming, like this 

year, January might already be too late because of the 

way the information cycles in and out. 

MR. WILSON: I would hope you are keeping 

it somewhere so we can do our validation between our 

companies at some point -- but a different issue. 
MR. ANTONUK: I think if you can just 

tell your folks to get, you know, whatever they think 

the problem is; if they can get the most recent 

possible examples, that would help. 

MR. STEESE: I'm a bit troubled. I 

certainly think that working with AT&T to try to help 

them solve this problem is a good thing; at the same 

time, I'm wondering how we're going to handle that in 

that workshop. I look at this as AT&T questioning the 

address validation tool. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: That's certainly the way it 

came up. And we passed out a document I would like to 
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mark that as Exhibit 25. It's just a one-page extract 

from the master test plan, Appendix D, scenarios; and 

it lists that the validated customer address under 

subheading B will be assessed during the course of that 

test to make sure it's working properly, et cetera. 

I would recommend that the propriety and 

how well and whether it works appropriately be handled 

there. And to the extent that we can help AT&T isolate 

some issues for its own ordering purposes and 

processes, to help it know how to work better, is 

something that should be dealt with o f f  line. 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, let me ask a question. 

This is all well and good, but it doesn't -- I don't 
think -- address the issue of where you go through the 
appropriate process and somewhere downstream you get a 

reject notice because of an address issue. And I'm not 

sure how that's being tested as part of the ROC process 

or if it's being tested as part of the ROC process or 

not. 

MR. VIVEROS: Certainly CLECs, on more 

than one occasion, have been invited by the test 

administrator to provide them specifics around the 

scenarios that they believe need to be included in the 

test to accommodate for real-world situations that they 

want to make sure the test addresses. And although 
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we've progressed quite a ways in the test, I don't 

believe it's too late to do that. So certainly if that 

specific isn't covered, it could be. 

MS. DeCOOK: Uh-huh. 

MR. WILSON: One other -- 

MR. ANTONUK: And you can't -- I mean, 

this says generally that the -- that customer address 
validation is going to be tested, but this exhibit 

certainly doesn't tell us how or whether it's going to 

get to this level. 

MR. WILSON: One other thought on how 

this could possibly be happening is if the order is 

sent in with the correct address; it happens to get 

into a manual entry cycle, the Qwest operator sees that 

it's the correct -- or the correct address, but then 

retypes it with an incorrect address. I suppose that's 

possible. 

But we'll get these examples to them. 

MR. STEESE: I still am a bit troubled, 

and I -- I look at this -- and again we're interested 

in getting the information from AT&T, finding out if 

there is something systematic that's wrong, and helping 

them to understand and find a way to resolve the issue. 

At the same time, this l o o k s  to me to be 

what I would call an OSS -- with quotes around it -- 
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issue. I mean, this is a systems issue. And all 

system issues, in every workshop I've ever been in -- 
which have been many, as Mr. Wilson will attest -- have 
always been referred to the OSS test. 

MR. WILSON: Well -- 

MS. DeCOOK: I'm not sure that anyone can 

figure out what the issue is here, Chuck. So -- I 

mean, I appreciate that the train is leaving the 

station and you want to get it to the end line as soon 

as you can; but I want to make sure that if there is an 

issue that needs to be addressed in SGAT language that 

we don't lose our opportunity to do that. 

So -- so if it is legitimately an OSS 

Systems issue, a test issue, a scenario issue, fine, 

we'll deal with it there. But it may also be something 

that needs SGAT language to address and I don't want to 

lose that right. 

MR. STEESE: But the problem is -- I 
mean, we have testimony that's been exchanged. We've, 

I think, underscored here that it's really not -- maybe 

this is my view -- it's not the address validation 

tool, it's something different. And the opportunity to 

raise these issues certainly -- and what the problems 

were existed; and to put this issue off to some future 

date, suspending this workshop, when we had 
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opportunities to raise the specifics in the past, seems 

inappropriate to me. 

MS. KILGORE: Well, Chuck, AT&T raised a 

concern with the address issue; and Qwest's response 

was, Well, we have the address validation tool which 

should address your issue. And I think what we've 

heard today is, We're not sure that it does. 

And we don't know really what the issue 

is. So Qwest's characterization of this as an OSS 

ordering issue, I think, is premature at this time. 

That was kind of your response to what we raised, but 

we're not sure that that's the answer. 

MR. STEESE: Well, see, that gets to my 

very problem though, Sara: You don't even know what 

your issue is and the simple fact is -- 
MS. KILGORE: Well -- 
MS. DeCOOK: That's not true. 

MR. ANTONUK: They are saying the address 

validation doesn't -- even when they apply it, it does 

not solve their problem. That's the issue. I think 

the issue is not where we're having the difficulty 

here. There is the question of how we should resolve 

this. 

And I would like to ask a question first 

just to make sure the issue is properly scoped here. 
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There's kind of two -- let's go down two alternative 
paths here: One, let's assume that you have been 

screwing up address validation and that when you 

finally learn to do it right -- you incompetent 
so-and-so's -- that it will function to -- to eliminate 
the rejects. 

Would you then be happy with using the 

address validation tool as a way of dealing with the 

address issue? Does your issue go beyond, in other 

words, whether the address validation tool is or is not 

reliable? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. I mentioned at the 

start that I had two issues. One was this problem; and 

the second was, why -- is it proper to always reject an 

order with what could be a very simple address problem 

that would better be fixed by Qwest than reject and 

back and forth? 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I had a hunch that's 

kind of where this was going to go, which is somewhat 

along the lines of saying, If they give you enough 

information for you to easily get a correct address, 

even though they put in an incorrect address, why 

shouldn't you do that? 

MR. WILSON: Right. 

MR. ANTONUK: That's pretty much what you 
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are saying as the second issue, right? 

MR. WILSON: Exactly. In other words, if 

their retail agent takes an order from an end-user and 

then puts the order through and a subsequent system 

rejects the address for a small problem, do they really 

call the end-user back and say, Gee, isn't your 

address; it's really 475 Third Street instead of 475 

Third? Do they really do that or don't they just fix 

it? 

MR. ANTONUK: That part we clearly should 

address here. 

MR. STEESE: Why? It has nothing to do 

with unbundle loops. It's a pure systems issue. That 

is a systemization issue that's going to be looked at 

directly in the OSS test. 

MR. ANTONUK: I don't -- I don't -- no I 
that's clearly not going to. The test isn't going to 

say -- the test here says they are going to validate 

customer address. If they go and test whether or not 

they validate to their satisfaction address validation 

through the use of this tool; even if that's true and 

even if Mr. Wilson doesn't question how they did that, 

he's saying something more than that. 

If, despite all that, an incorrect 

address gets through and there is a real simple way for 
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you to fix it, you should fix it, you shouldn't kick 

the order back to him. I would be surprised if the 

test is going to go that far as to say, The system is 

fine; but even though it's fine, there is something 

else you should do because it's a very small burden for 

you and it's a very big problem for them -- maybe not, 

maybe I'm wrong. 

MR. VIVEROS: Well, I think to some 

degree the test will address, from the standpoint they 

are evaluating and assessing the rejects that the 

pseudo CLEC will be receiving during the test. So to 

that extent, I think there is a piece of the test that 

addresses it. 

More importantly, there are two issues 

with Mr. Wilson's point: One, an issue of, you know, 

the issue of if there is a small error on the LSR, we 

should just fix it. I -- I have been having this 
discussion since 1996 around, Where does that line get 

drawn? What's the definition of a small issue? How do 

I know what pieces of information takes precedence? 

When there is a conflict between the telephone number 

that's supplied and the address that's supplied, how do 

I know which one is the one that's incorrect? 

I mean, they are used for cross- 

validation purposes, but you can mess up the telephone 
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number just as easily as you can mess up the address. 

Secondly, quite honestly, systems are 

very unforgiving; and to some degree that is the price 

you pay for the level of mechanization that we have 

achieved -- or we're striving to achieve in the local 
competitive arena. 

In other arenas, the level of 

mechanization aren't there, you have a lot more human 

involvement than you do in this arena. And to the 

extent you have to teach a system how to take an LSR 

and convert that into the special service orders that 

are necessary, you have to build it in hard-and-fast 

rules. And having an exact match address is one of 

those rules. 

MR. WILSON: Well, I guess that begs the 

question, if your system rejects for address problems, 

don't you kick that manual and someone l o o k s  at it 

before you reject it, or are you just rejecting it out 

of hand? 

MR. VIVEROS: If you supply us with a bad 

address through IMA or EDI, that is rejected by the 

system. 

MR. WILSON: But does a Qwest person look 

at it before it actually is rejected? I mean, what you 

are implying is that it's system-to-system, bang, bang; 
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but I thought it dropped out and someone looked at it 

before it's actually sent back as a reject. 

MR. ANTONUK: Just in case the system 

hiccoughed? 

MR. WILSON: Yeah. 

MR. VIVEROS: Only to the extent that 

force that LSR through. 

MS. DeCOOK: Who is you? 

MR. VIVEROS: The CLEC. 

MS. DeCOOK: Why? 

31 

MR. VIVEROS: The CLEC is sitting there 

using my Graphical User Interface. They are putting 

information in. There is an expectation, since it is 

integrated preorder to order, that we're getting an 

exact match on the address. And at the point where you 

don't have an exact match, in order to send that LSR, 

you have to check a box and say, I recognize that this 

address is bad or not validated by the system. That's 

going to drive it to a human. Otherwise, you are stuck 

in a Catch 22; you can't send it. 

MR. ANTONUK: So your suggestion that 

your system -- your system doesn't do any kind of 

precedence type work if they give you a valid address, 

which means, I guess, an address that exists in your 

system; and they put down a phone number that doesn't 
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match the address, you have for that system what's 

going to happen? Is that going to get kicked out for 

an invalid phone number or is that L S R  going to run 

through? 

MR. VIVEROS: That's going to depend. As 

I indicated before, Premise is the address validation 

database. Not all telephone number services are in 

Premise. So the system recognizes that fact and 

doesn't l o o k  to match telephone number in Premise. 

The telephone number and the request to 

convert existing service would also call for a match 

based on telephone number to the C R I S  billing system; 

it would look to be able to find a record for that 

telephone number for that end-user customer. 

And there are other entries on the LSR 

that tell either my service rep or my flow-through 

engine whether or not they are taking all the 

customers' lines that are on a given account, so it 

clearly delineates between a partial and complete 

migration; and based on that information, it knows how 

much of the CSR it's supposed to go match. 

MR. WILSON: And I guess -- I understand 
what you are saying about a totally automated order 

that the system will probably reject until you get the 

right address. But since we're seeing, still, a very 
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large percentage of orders that go manual, it may be 

that that is where the problems are occurring; that we 

validate and send the order, and since it's going 

through a manual process, something happens there where 

it's out of our control. 

MR. WALKER: Mr. Antonuk? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes? 

MR. WALKER: David Walker with the 

Wyoming PSC. 

In our survey we found exactly the same 

things that AT&T is bringing up at this point. And 

frankly we don't know whether the problem is the 

ordering processes, we don't know whether it's an OSS 

process; but you have a problem, because if people 

can't make an order, they can't compete with you. 

And so we aren't sure whether it's an 

item for OSS or it's an item for these; but the bottom 

line, from our perspective, is this is an educational 

process -- which was one of the items which have been 
discussed in prior cases in this proceeding. 

And so we have found in ours, exactly the 

same thing that AT&T has, and would hope that you don't 

restrict any interaction between AT&T and Qwest in 

solving, quote, AT&T's problem, because we think it's 

far wider than that. And we think it's a far bigger 
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problem than it appears to be determined here. 

It may be -- it may be an OSS,  mediated 

access problem. If that's the case, it is a bigger 

problem; because in that case, it will be a problem for 

unrefined users to ever integrate within the system 

that U S West -- Qwest expects. So I think it is a 

very big issue. 

And I'm not sure we can resolve it here, 

but I would hope that any discussions and any actions 

on this is broader than just between AT&T and Qwest. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I'm certainly 

hesitant at this point to sort of consign the issue to 

the OSS test without any real basis for having 

confidence that this is going to be tested. 

You know, by saying that, I'm not 

intending to say that I think there hasn't been a lot 

of thought going into what's being tested. I'm not 

saying that CLECs haven't had a lot of chance to 

influence the test. But I would sure feel a lot more 

comfortable on this particular issue if there -- there 

were some assurances that -- that if a CLEC is 
correctly using the tool, the address validation 

tool -- whether or not that's going to produce rejected 
LSRs -- nevertheless is something we know is going to 
be tested. 
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MR. STEESE: Let me ask this: The issues 

that are being raised by AT&T and by Mr. Walker 

certainly are not unbundled-loop specific. They could 

apply to resale, they could apply to UNE loops, they 

could apply to UNE-P, they could apply to anything. 

And so the question here then is, how about if AT&T and 

any other party that has -- had this situation get the 

PONS -- the information that Mr. Viveros talked 
about -- and do it in such a time frame that we can 
come prepared to discuss it on June 4 or 5 and we will 

come prepared to report on that? 

MR. ANTONUK: Do you all agree that this 

is an issue that's not loop specific but is of 

general -- general applicability to any LSR that 

requires address information? 

MR. WILSON: Well, we're seeing it on hot 

cuts, but that's what we're ordering. We're not 

ordering resale at this moment. 

MR. STEESE: Are you ordering UNE-P at 

this point? 

MR. WILSON: We're trying to order a 

bunch of them -- 
MR. STEESE: I just don't know. 

MR. WILSON: -- in testing, as you know; 
but other than that, until we get our testing done, I 
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don't think so. 

MR. STEESE: Would you agree, Ken, that 

this really is a generic issue and we can deal with 

this in earnest in the next workshop and it's not loop 

specific? 

MS. DeCOOK: I'm sorry, are you 

suggesting that this get moved as a general Ts and Cs 

issue? 

MR. ANTONUK: I think it's actually a 

whole -- I think we've got a new one here. 
MR. STEESE: It's a something. And it 

doesn't seem that the something falls neatly into one 

particular category. 

MR. ANTONUK: Here's what it falls into, 

what connects everything else we're doing the week of 

June 5th is that it's not connected to anything. 

MR. WILSON: The rule is, there is no 

rule? 

MS. DeCOOK: To be honest, I'm trying to 

figure out the resource issue that we have in terms of 

who the witnesses on this -- I mean, Ken, is the 

witness who is prepared to address this issue in the 

context of where we're experiencing the problem. If 

you broaden the scope of it, I'm not sure who our 

witness is and whether they are available that week. 
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So we can certainly check on that but -- 
MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, we'll -- 
MS. DeCOOK: -- that's my concern. 
MR. ANTONUK: That's fair. Although I 

think we already have identified that you are going to 

go back and get information that you are probably not 

going to have this week anyway -- right? Or were you 

anticipating you could bring the examples back sooner? 

MR. WILSON: We may be able to bring them 

back quickly. 1 don't know how long Qwest will need to 

verify what's happening. 

MR. ANTONUK: All right. We will bring 

it back as soon as you can. And if you bring them back 

this week, we'll figure out if we can close it this 

week or whether we need to treat it as a different kind 

of issue for the next session. 

MR. STEESE: I think that's fair. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: I think we're moving then to 

Loop 27; is that correct? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: We do have an exhibit to 

pass out. 

Mr. Kopta and 1 have worked off line on 

this and he just wanted to verify that unbundled loops 
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could in fact be converted -- or previously ordered 
private lines could be, in fact, converted to unbundled 

loops if there is no connected transport; and Qwest has 

said, in the last couple of days -- I don't remember 
when -- that yes, you can. And we do have some 

language that Mr. Kopta put together that we edited 

slightly and we're willing to circulate that at this 

point. 

(Pause.) 

MR. STEESE: Excuse me -- yeah, 26. 
(Discussion off the record.) 

(Qwest Exhibit No. 26 marked for 

identification.) 

MR. STEESE: Can we move on, Mr. Antonuk? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: This language I believe is 

acceptable to Mr. Kopta to handle his conversion of 

special access circuits that are pure l oops .  And so we 

have agreed to add this language. 

MR. WILSON: Quick question: Is 

providing the service originates at the collocation in 

the serving wire center; shouldn't that be service 

terminates at the collocation? 

MR. STEESE: Can you say that a little 

louder? 
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MR. WILSON: Instead of, providing the 

service originates at the collocation in the serving 

wire center, this -- we're talking about the loop. And 

I would think that all of the language in collocation 

is about terminations between the parties, that this 

should say, providing the service terminates at the 

collocation in the serving wire center. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: That would be acceptable. 

MR. ANTONUK: Just change "originates" to 

'I t e rmi na t e s I' ? 

MR. VIVEROS: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

That's like adding a "notrr to a sentence. 

Mr. Kopta? 

MR. KOPTA: Yes, thank you. 

Mr. Steese has accurately summarized the 

issue and the discussions that we have had. And this 

clarifies the concern that make sure that there is an 

SGAT provision that expressly allows this type of 

conversion. 

The only other companion issue is similar 

to Loop 14, which is the ability to order a new loop 

plus multiplexing is, how do you go about doing this; 

and my understanding -- and Ms. Liston can amplify 
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this -- is they are all part and parcel of the same 

issue; Qwest is working on both of these issues from a 

system's standpoint and to how the CLEC would go about 

actually ordering this conversion or a loop with 

multiplexing. So I'll let her amplify that. 

MR. ANTONUK: But before she does that, 

you are comfortable with changing the word "originates" 

to 'It ermina t e s I' ? 

MR. KOPTA: Yes, that's fine. I think 

the concept is it needs to go through the collocation 

space and "terminates" is -- captures that concept. 
MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. LISTON: As we discussed the other 

day, the loop plus -- the loop plus a MUX process is 
under developed right now. The process changes will 

include both the creation of new loop plus MUX, but -- 
and the conversion. At the time that that information 

is available, it will be sent through the CiCMP process 

to notify all the CLECs of the new process. 

MR. KOPTA: And with that, we are 

prepared to close this issue. 

MR. ANTONUK: At this point, I think 

we're to the take-backs we have been discussing for a 

while, plus the re-baselining of the language about 

maintenance and repairs. 
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Is it more logical to break now for 15 

minutes and then come back and try to address all those 

or do you want to try to do the two take-backs first? 

MR. STEESE: We did have -- AT&T did 
mention to me that they wanted to raise three 

additional issues and ask one question. So I don't 

know if you want to try to do those now, Ken, or if you 

want to wait. 

M S .  DeCOOK: I think we have four plus a 

question; but, you know, we can do whatever your 

pleasure is. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay, let's go off the 

record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(Recess. ) 

MR. ANTONUK: What are we going to do 

first? Did we have something on Loops 3? Was that the 

first take back? 

MR. STEESE: Just as an introductory 

matter, I would like -- AT&T -- for the issues 
concerning the conditioning interval, as well as the 

page 29 language, to be discussed tomorrow so we have a 

little bit more time to prepare, if that's acceptable 

and we can deal with any of the other issues. 

So, now, why don't we just start in order 
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and go back to Issue No. 3 on IDLC. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: There was an exhibit 

distributed -- it's two pages stapled together; is that 
correct? 

MR. ANTONUK: Is it the hairpinning? 

MS. LISTON: Uh-huh. 

MR. STEESE: There are two separate 

exhibits, both have two pages stapled together. The 

first is a process flow that has intervals associated 

with it on the second page. The second is a document 

that says -- or starts, Qwest process for hairpinning 
unbundled loop. And then there is relatively 

rudimentary diagram appended to it. We would like to 

mark the first -- that's the process flow as Exhibit -- 

MS. LISTON: 26. 

MR. STEESE: -- 27. 
MR. ANTONUK: 27? 

MR. STEESE: And then the second is 

Exhibit 28. 

(Qwest Exhibit Nos. 27 and 28 marked for 

identification.) 

MR. STEESE: Then, if you will recall -- 
MS. EGGBERT: Peggy Egbert. 

What was this number, this exhibit? 
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MR. ANTONUK: That one is JML-28. 

MS. EGGBERT: Thank you. 

MR. STEESE: One thing that will help 

foster discussion, JML-19 was distributed yesterday and 

it had some modified SGAT language on the IDLC 

unbundling which are -- that went to the process. We 

decided we will go through processes that are limited 

to -- and it has some examples, but I think those will 

help foster this discussion. 

And rather than having us explain yet 

again how we would propose to go through things -- I 

think the record is fairly well developed and we're 

just looking for -- 

MR. WILSON: Well, looking at -- 

reviewing Qwest 27, which is a flow diagram showing the 

choices that Qwest will go through in provisioning a 

loop which is on digital loop carrier, there are 

choices there that had not been reviewed with Qwest 

before; so it does look  like -- at least according to 

this process flow -- they will try a variety of 

solutions before -- well, let me start over. 

We still don't know the intervals for 

going through this process. If there is available 

copper, it could be pretty quick. If some of these 

other options have to be initiated, the interval 
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probably depends on whether or not the office in 

question has the available equipment. If it does have 

the equipment, it's probably one interval. If it 

doesn't have the equipment, it's probably a much longer 

interval. And we, frankly, don't know how long those 

intervals are. 

MR. ANTONUK: See page 2. 

MR. WILSON: See page 2? 

(Pause. ) 

MR. WILSON: Thank you. 

(Pause. ) 

MR. WILSON: Well, we just got this 

recently. 

MR. ANTONUK: I'm here to serve. 

MR. WILSON: I guess the -- I guess the 

point is, this is new information. And in fact, over 

the break, I was clarifying some of the flow diagram 

with Mr. Hubbard. 

I think one issue I would have 

immediately is the number of hairpins that Qwest is 

saying that they will use in a central office -- which 

we see down in the lower left box, next to the seventh 

legend, which shows a three -- only three loops would 

be provisioned using hairpinning. 

I'm going to take that back overnight and 
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think about that, because that seems like a small 

number €or a whole central office. I have been on 
projects for AT&T where, in order to satisfy a 

customer's needs, we did far more hairpinning than 

this. You don't want to do it for a long time; but if 

you are using it as an interim until you get a central 

office terminal, which takes a longer period of time, 

it is a solution that I think could be used more 

extensively. 

So let me come back with some estimate of 

what I think the proper number should be for that. And 

then I think maybe at the same time I'll review the 

intervals a little more closely. 

And also I might note, just looking at 

the intervals, that they are showing that this is 

the -- it looks like the maximum intervals if you have 

to put new equipment in the office. So I guess Qwest 

may be able to answer immediately how long does it take 

to provision if the equipment exists? 

Some of them say that and some don't. 

Like to order a COT, 90 days to 120 days; if the COT is 

there, is that five days or something else? 

So while this is helpful, it's 

probably -- it probably doesn't cover all of the 
circumstances. 
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MR. STEESE: Mr. Hubbard, if a COT is 

already in the central office and -- what -- what 
technique would be used to provision an IDLC loop and 

is the date specifically listed? 

MR. HUBBARD: If the COT already exists 

in the central office, that means we can unbundle it, 

we're at the five days. 

MR. WILSON: I couldn't hear that, sorry. 

MR. HUBBARD: I'm sorry. If a COT 

already exists in the central office, hooked up to the 

systems that's in the field, it means we're at a 

five-day interval. 

MS. DeCOOK: Can I ask a question? 

Given the intervals on some of these, is 

hairpinning the last alternative that you look at? Or 

if the intervals are this long, would you consider 

hairpinning sooner, rather than going through the 

lengthy process of doing an order or whatever; or is it 

just you get to hairpinning if you can't do any of 

these other things? 

MR. STEESE: When you say, any of the 

other, do you include order a central office terminal? 

MS. DeCOOK: I include No. 4, 5, or 6, 

the order COT, IODCS, LS2000, all of which have fairly 

lengthy times. 
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So do you look at those alternatives 

first; and if you can't do those, then you get the 

hairpinning? Or would you consider, for example, if 

you have to order a COT, doing a hairpinning while you 

are waiting for the COT -- sounds funny. 

MR. HUBBARD: Yeah, it does. 

If you look down on the last triangle, if 

the demand is less than three circuits at a CO, then 

we'll look at hairpinning if we have no other 

alternative at that time. 

If it's greater than three lines, we'll 

go ahead and order the COTS immediately. 

MS. DeCOOK: Well, I guess that's my 

question. Since the COT takes time, would you consider 

doing hairpinning while you are waiting for the COT so 

the customer -- customers can be provisioned in that 
o f f  ice? 

MR. HUBBARD: I thought I tried to answer 

that. I guess I wasn't clear. 

MS. DeCOOK: Maybe I didn't get it. 

MR. HUBBARD: One to three lines, we 

would look at that. 

MS. DeCOOK: So -- 

MR. HUBBARD: In most instances -- 
MS. DeCOOK: -- you would only do 



8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3  

24 

25 

217 

hairpinning on 1 to 3 lines on an interim basis, 

whether it's an interim basis or otherwise -- I'm just 
looking for a filler in the time it takes to get a COT 

in place. 

MR. STEESE: And, Mr. Hubbard, maybe I 

can ask a question and it will clarify this: To the 

extent that the only alternative is to do a hairpinning 

because there is no COT in place that will allow a 

shorter interval, you will do that for up to three 

lines, correct? 

MR. HUBBARD: That is correct. 

MS. LISTON: And I think one of the 

things that may help a little bit in understanding 

this, the numbers on the flow chart are not to 

represent that -- the numbers on the flow chart tie to 

page 2 for the descriptions of the intervals. And that 

may be a little bit confusing because a lot of times 

when we see numbers on flow charts, we think of Step 1, 

Step 2, Step 3. But in this case the numbers were 

added into the flow chart afterwards, to tie them to 

the intervals on the back page. And I don't know if 

that helps at all or not. 

MS. DeCOOK: But they still do seem to 

follow the flow in which you make your decision making. 

MS. LISTON: And I think one of the 
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things -- and I'll say this -- and, Jeff, help me make 
sure I'm representing the flow chart correctly. What 

we would do is -- if you look  at it, come down towards 

the middle of that page at the bottom -- we would 

look -- we would look for the universal; is that 
present? If it's not, then we go down to the next box; 

can you do that? If that's, no, you go down to the 

next box, hairpinning. 

So we'll go down the flow chart in the 

alternatives. If we get to the bottom and we still 

can't do the hairpinning, then we're going to have to 

look at all of the other alternatives that are on the 

side of the page to see if it makes sense. 

Did I represent that correct, Jeff? 

MR. HUBBARD: Yes, you did. You did a 

very good job of that. 

MS. LISTON: Thank you. 

MR. ANTONUK: But the intervals aren't 

cumulative. If you go to Solution 2, it isn't the 

first five days plus the second five days. 

MR. HUBBARD: No, you are correct. 

MR. ANTONUK: Now, there is only one 

duration here that is not of a fixed -- of an 
identified total duration, the time to -- for Item No. 
7, the time to approval is X. So the actual interval 
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for hairpinning is X plus 15. So can we -- what's X? 

What's our -- our estimation of what X is, which is the 

time it takes you to get approval for hairpinning? 

MS. LISTON: I'm not sure. I don't have 

the answer in terms of how long. I know it does take 

special approval because of the constraints it puts on 

the overall network when we put the hairpinning in 

place. I don't know what the intervals is for 

approval. 

MS. KILGORE: Could -- I have a question. 
You have two sections in the SGAT that talk about IDLC 

unbundling 9.2.2.2.1 and 9.2.2.3.2. The first section 

says you will do -- you will take every feasible effort 
to unbundle the IDLC, which I take to mean this process 

that you have proposed here. 

The second provision says -- 

MR. STEESE: Which number is this again, 

so -- 

MS. KILGORE: The second one? 

MR. STEESE: Right. 

MS. KILGORE: 9.2.2.3.2. 

MS. LISTON: 9.2.2.3.2 -- 
MS. KILGORE: Right. 

MS. LISTON: -- under two-wire nonloaded 
loops? 
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MR. STEESE: Maybe there is something I'm 

missing, but I don't see IDLC there. 

MS. KILGORE: Keep reading, it's the 

second and third line, Served by a digital loop carrier 

system. 

MS. LISTON: Okay, I can clarify that. 

What this is talking about is if you have requested a 

two-wire nonloaded loop and there is not any kind of 

digital loop carrier system, we cannot provision it 

because that's not a copper loop. 

So this is not a specific reference to an 

IDLC issue; this is saying, if you order two-wire 

nonloaded -- if you want copper -- and if the 
facilities going out to that customer's premise, the 

only facilities that are available out to that customer 

premise are on pair gain systems -- are not copper we 
cannot provision a two-wire nonloaded loop. 

MS. DeCOOK: Are you saying that the 

decision making flow in that scenario wouldn't apply 

because there is no choice? 

MS. LISTON: What would happen in -- in 
this situation where you asked for a two-wire non -- 

nonloaded that's specifically stating you want a copper 

loop, if we get into the situation where there are no 

copper facilities at all, this process doesn't really 
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apply because it's not the -- even if we unbundle it, 
it was still on pair gain; we didn't have the copper, 

we couldn't provision the service. So basically that 

provision that we're just talking about under the aDSL 

qualified loop strictly is for absolutely no copper 

facilities. We can't provision that service. 

MR. STEESE: And that's -- when we look 

at 9.2.2 -- the first section, 9.2.2.2.1 -- when you 

look at that particular language that we passed out on 

Exhibit 19, it -- I guess that isn't -- it isn't clear. 
The point is, if you can't provision IDLC 

to provision the service you want, it does no good. I 

mean, just like Ms. Liston said, if you want DSL 

service, you wouldn't be able to unbundle iDLC and give 

it to you and make it work. 

MS. KILGORE: Okay, thank you. 

I think, then, we have the issue that 

we've talked about before as far as Qwest's obligation 

to build would be raised by that second section, I 

think -- not that we need to talk about that now, 
that's just -- I'm connecting dots. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MS. DeCOOK: I have a question. This is 

a non-technical person asking this, on -- where you 
have No. 4 on your flow chart on JML-27; and in the 
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flow process it says, Create/use Universal Die Group D. 

And then, If yes, unbundle the loop using this 

universal Die Group D, and you have a reference to No. 

4. 

Do I understand this chart then to say in 

that situation where you can create and use this 

Universal Die Group D, that's when you would place a 

COT and that's why there is a reference to ordering 

COT? 

MR. HUBBARD: You would have to place a 

COT at that point, yes. 

MS. DeCOOK: In order to accomplish the 

unbundling -- is that the only situation in which you 

use a COT? For example, the next scenario, IO -- 

lODSC, you wouldn't use a COT for that. 

MR. HUBBARD: Well, that basically is a 

COT. You have got different ways to break it out -- 

different systems, if you will, to break it out. 

MS. LISTON: Jeff, are you saying it's 

another form of COT, a different kind of -- piece of 

equipment? 

MR. HUBBARD: Basically it's the same 

thing as a COT. 

MS. DeCOOK: So does Tran BR-110 -- is 
that a piece of equipment? 
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MR. HUBBARD: Y e s ,  it i s .  

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. And you need ano the r  

C O T - l i k e  device  t o  use  t h e  LS-2000, o r  i s  t h a t  ano the r  

piece of  equipment? 

MR. HUBBARD: Those -- t hose  are  p i e c e s  

of equipment. 

MS. DeCOOK: Is t h a t  Light  Span? 

MR. HUBBARD: T h a t ' s  Light  Span. And t h e  

next  i s  Lucent.  

MS. DeCOOK: I t h i n k  what w e  would l i k e  

t o  do, s i n c e  t h e r e  i s  a l o t  t o  d i g e s t  he re ,  i s  t o  j u s t  

look a t  t h i s  ove rn igh t .  What -- I ' m ,  you know, 

depending upon what my expe r t  t e l l s  m e .  I -- what I 

would l i k e  a t  l e a s t  t o  do i s  t o  r e f l e c t  a l l  of t h e  

op t ions  t h a t  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h i s  document i n  JML-19. 

I ' m  n o t  s u r e  they  a r e  t h e r e  a t  t h i s  p o i n t .  

MR. STEESE: I f  you look a t  it, w e  t a l k e d  

about l i n e  and s t a t i o n  t r a n s f e r s ,  which i s s u e s  1 and 2 

a r e ;  w e  t a l k  about INA equipment; we t a l k  about 

ha i rp inn ing ;  and w e  t a l k  about COT -- and t h e r e  are 

va r ious  forms of  COT, depending upon who manufactures 

t h e  equipment. So w e  t h i n k  i t ' s  a l l  t h e r e .  

MS. DeCOOK: W e l l ,  I d o n ' t  see t h e  Light  

Span. 

MR. HUBBARD: T h a t ' s  a c e n t r a l  o f f i c e  
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terminal -- COT. 
MS. DeCOOK: Well, as I said, that was 

contingent upon what my expert tells me. So I'll let 

him direct me and we'll come back with this in the 

morning. 

MR. STEESE: Okay. 

MS. YOUNG: So are 4, 5, and 6 variations 

of central office terminals -- they are the same -- 
MR. HUBBARD: That's basically correct, 

yes. 

MS. YOUNG: -- species, whatever? 
MS. LISTON: Widgets. 

MR. STEESE: The next issue is Issue 

18 -- strike that, 11 -- my fault -- which is loop with 
number portability and the concern raised by AT&T 

before lunch, having to do with managed cuts associated 

with large-volume orders. And we have some language to 

circulate on that. 

(Discussion of f  the record.) 

MR. WILSON: Over the lunch break I had 

time to review SGAT Section 10.2.5.4, which is the 

managed cut section that is contained within number 

portability. And that section clearly provides the 

managed-cut process for any order that has number 

portability on it. 
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And AT&T, in other forums, has negotiated 

a managed-cut process within its own contract. We are 

currently utilizing managed cutovers for combination 

orders of loops and number portability and we frankly 

don't want to give that up. We think that process has 

merit and we want to use it. And so we think that the 

apparent new position -- though this may simply be a 

misunderstanding between Qwest teams -- is 

inappropriate, and that managed cuts are -- should be 

and have been and are today available from Qwest for 

any order that involves number portability. 

MR. STEESE: So you don't think any 

changes to the SGAT need to be made? 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, it's in the number 

portability section. 

MR. WILSON: It's in the number 

portability section. 

MR. ANTONUK: Can I have that section 

reference again, please? 

MR. WILSON: It i s  10.2.5.4. It's the 

total section, there are many subparagraphs. 

MR. ANTONUK: 10.2.5.4? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MS. DeCOOK: That is at least the section 

number that was attached to Ms. Bumgarner's rebuttal 
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testimony on -- I think it was filed in September. 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, it remains in the 

frozen SGAT file for the first workshop; and it's 

called a, quote, LNP managed cut. 

MR. WILSON: And -- I mean, I wouldn't 

have said there was an SGAT problem, but the Qwest 

testimony today, saying that this is not available for 

unbundled loops, I think is troubling. 

MR. STEESE: And -- and, Ken -- being 

perfectly candid here and full disclosure -- I think 

when you look at the briefs, we've always ended up 

wondering what your issue was; and I'm sure you ended 

up wondering what our issue was, if you looked at the 

briefs . 
I don't know if you have seen the briefs. 

The briefs I know say, perfectly plain, that 

coordinated cuts are for unbundled loops and managed 

cuts are for LNP with a CLEC-provided loop. And they 

say that point-blank. 

MS. DeCOOK: They do? 

MR. STEESE: The Qwest's do. 

MS. DeCOOK: I think Qwest, in the 

multi-state, said that this provision was not designed 

for unbundled loops but that it was now going to apply 

to CLEC-provided loops and porting -- coordination of 
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the porting of those loops. And -- I mean, we can 

check that, but that's my recollection. And so 

that's -- and frankly, our issue was not with the 

application of the managed-cut process to unbundle 

loops and ports; but rather, with the use of a 

managed-cut process, to coordinate CLEC-provided loops 

and ports. 

And so that's where our issue lies with 

managed cuts, we think it's an appropriate provision 

for project-managed conversions of unbundled loops with 

ports. 

M R .  STEESE: What is your proposal? 

M S .  DeCOOK: Well, I think, given Qwest's 

testimony, the -- what I would like is some provision 

in the unbundled loop section that, to the extent that 

a CLEC wants to obtain managed cuts for unbundled loops 

and ports, that this section would apply. And I think 

that would solve our issue, given Qwest's testimony. 

M R .  STEESE: We can't -- we cannot go 

there. The manage -- whether it's miscommunication or 

otherwise -- I mean I have read those briefs. I've 

talked to M s .  Bumgarner at length about this issue; and 

we have always wondered what it was you were talking 

about, because we were talking always, in the number 

portability workshops, about number portability with 
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your loops, number portability alone. 

MS. DeCOOK: No, that's not how it 

started. If you look back at Qwest's language from -- 

from Arizona -- look in the Arizona language that you 

filed in July of last year. You have in there, for 

coordination -- it only talks about coordination of 

unbundled loops and ports in that section and it's got 

this managed cut provision in there. 

It says nothing -- there is nothing 

anywhere in that SGAT section about CLEC-provided 

loops. And that's why we raised the issue, because of 

the coordination problem we're having with our 

broadband loops. But we have never taken the position 

that there shouldn't be coordination of unbundled loops 

and ports, and we've always said that this particular 

language applies appropriately -- the managed cut 

language applies appropriately to unbundled loop  and 

port coordination. 

MR. STEESE: We have language in Exhibit 

29 that would bring a managed-cut process into the 

unbundled loop section. It is not -- 

(Pause. ) 

MS. LISTON: Um, we're just looking at 

that Section 10.2.2.4. And in that section -- it is 

specifically at 10.2.2.4 -- it talks about that Qwest 
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will coordinate LNP with unbundled loop cutovers; and 

it goes through and says, in accordance with Section 9 

of the agreement. 

MR. ANTONUK: What section are you 

reading from again? 

MS. LISTON: 10.2.2.4. And in that it 

says -- 

MS. DeCOOK: That's what it says now. 

That isn't what it said originally. 

MR. STEESE: But -- but her point is that 

language says, managed cut applies to LNP alone. 

MR. WILSON: No. No it doesn't. 

M S .  DeCOOK: Section 9 is not managed 

cut. 

MS. SACILOTTO: Kara Sacilotto. 

What it says is, Coordination of loops 

not associated with the Qwest's unbundled loops, the 

CLEC may order the managed cut. 

MS. DeCOOK: I understand that's your 

position now. That is not -- that has not been your 

position throughout and that is not what we negotiated 

with Qwest. 

MR. STEESE: That's the exact language 

from the SGAT we're quoting. That is out of the 

multi-state. 
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MR. WILSON: But -- time out. That 

doesn't say that managed cut is not available with 

loops and number ports. It doesn't say that. It 

says -- just because you make a positive statement one 

way, we didn't assume that it negated what we're doing 

today which is managed cut. We're doing hot cuts for 

DSls with a managed-cut process today. And so what you 

are telling us is, we're going to have to stop that 

process? 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, yeah, I -- we're -- 

we're surrounding it great here. I think we're not 

getting to it. 9.2.2.9.7, Mr. Wilson, is that 

something less than what you are doing today? 

MS. DeCOOK: Yes. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MS. LISTON: And what specifically are 

the concerns? 

MS. DeCOOK: In our contract today, we 

have the language that appears in the managed cut 

section that's currently in 10.2. -- whatever that 

was -- 5.4. 
MR. WILSON: 10.2.5.4. 

MR. ANTONUK: 10.2.5.4? 

MS. DeCOOK: That's language we have 

specifically negotiated. It's an amendment that's been 
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approved by the commissions for our contracts. It's 

what we're using today for hot cuts for UNE loops and 

ports; and, frankly, that's what we think is 

appropriate and what should be part of this SGAT. 

MR. STEESE: What is it that -- I heard 

you earlier, Ms. DeCook -- and maybe we're missing, 

just speaking past each other here -- a managed-cut 

process is so expensive, you wouldn't do it unless it 

was for a large business customer and so we're talking 

24 lines or more. What context are you currently using 

it for that this doesn't provide? And -- I just don't 

know. 

MR. WILSON: Here -- here's my -- here's 
what I thought and what I still think from the 

language: For loops and ports you could order a basic 

cutover with no coordination -- that's the lowest 

level. The next level, you could order the 

coordination process, which gives you -- as Jean has 

testified earlier today -- an initial call and a final 

call. And then if you wanted to even more closely 

coordinate or manage this, you ordered the managed-cut 

process. So it's like that's the Cadillac. 

So you've got the Yugo, the Chevy and the 

Cadillac. And we thought we had all three of them 

available. And they are priced differently, too; so 
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there is some advantage if you have a large customer to 

the way the managed cut is priced because it's not on a 

per line, it's on per time and per person. So it's -- 

it could be more efficient for a very large customer 

for the CLEC, actually. 

MT.. ANTONUK: What version of the SGAT 

has the 10.2.5.4 provision that you are happy with? 

MS. DeCOOK: I don't have the frozen one. 

MR. ANTONUK: I do, but this can't move 

very far. 

There -- there is still a 10.2.5.4 in the 

frozen SGAT filing. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Do you all have access to 

frozen SGAT language for the first workshop for Section 

10.2.5.4? 

MR. STEESE: We have a 10.2.5.4 in front 

of us. I didn't maintain in my E-mail -- I have so 

many different state SGATS the frozen, one for this 

state -- would you like me to come look at it quick? 

MR. ANTONUK: Yeah, because it's here and 

this one does not appear to be limited to CLEC- 

provided loops. 

MR. STEESE: You have to look at 10.2.2.4 

for that. 
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MS. DeCOOK: But that doesn't limit it 

either. 

MR. WILSON: It doesn't limit it either. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: I think we're ready. 

And I don't have the frozen SGAT in front 

of me, and so -- I'm fairly confident that the language 

is the same though. And so, Mr. Antonuk, if I say 

something that doesn't completely comport with what's 

in front of you, please let me know, but I'm looking at 

10.2.2.4. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: The language says: Qwest 

will coordinate LNP with unbundled loop cutovers in a 

reasonable amount of time and with minimum service 

disruption pursuant to unbundled loop provisions 

identified in Section 9 of this agreement. 

In our view, what that says is if you are 

providing -- if you are getting loop with number 

portability, you don't look at 10.2, you look over here 

to a different Section in Section 9. 

And then when you get to 10.2.5.4, the 

LNP managed cut, we -- that is for LNP alone -- and in 

fact, if you look at the last section -- excuse me, 

sentence of 10.2.2.4, it says: For coordination with 
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loops not associated with Qwest's unbundled loop 

offering -- it specifically excludes it -- the CLEC may 

order the LNP managed cut as described in 10.2.5.4. 

So when you look at that, it is our clear 

interpretation that this is excluding unbundled loops. 

This is LNP alone. 

And so that is maybe why we have been 

talking past each other and not completely understood 

each other with respect to the LNP workshops -- no 

offense taken either way. 

MR. WILSON: Well, I guess the problem 

here is that we were a little more connected with 

reality because our people are ordering this every day, 

and so we interpreted this as directional but not 

exclusionary. 

MR. STEESE: Now, Ken, let me ask you 

this: You said you are doing this with DS1 loops. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Whose loops are those? 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Ordered from Qwest. 

MR. WILSON: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: They are not D S 1  private 

lines? 

MR. WILSON: No, not to my knowledge. If 
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they are, why would you be doing it under an SGAT, the 

managed cut? 

MR. STEESE: Because it's LNP alone with 

your loop. 

MS. LISTON: Maybe I can help this out. 

MS. DeCOOK: It's not our loop. Private 

line we would order from you. It's not our loop, it's 

still your facility. 

MR. STEESE: It's not a loop -- it's not 

unbundled loop. 

MR. WILSON: I think it's a mix -- it's 

probably a mixture of private line and unbundled loop 

at this point. But we're still doing them today. And 

we are doing a mixture of private line and unbundled 

loop. It should all be unbundled loop, but the 

managed-cut process is available to us today. 

Now, if you would be willing to take all 

of the terms and conditions of managed cut and import 

them into the coordinated-cut process, I think we would 

be delighted to call it by a different name; but we 

don't want to lose the capabilities and the process 

that we have today for the managed cut of the unbundled 

loops. 

MR. ANTONUK: And I guess my question 

would be, why would you object to giving it to them -- 
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because it's all at their expense, I think. 

MR. WILSON: Yeah. 

MS. DeCOOK: Yeah. 

MR. ANTONUK: So why would you not be 

inclined to provide that -- what, to me, is really just 

a closer form of coordination. I mean, we're not 

talking about some radical difference here, are we, 

other than the extra time it takes, which, as I 

understand it, you are going to be compensated? 

MS. LISTON: The concern that we have -- 

and one of the things that I -- and I said it earlier, 

that we may have been dealing with a semantics issue -- 

the language that we put forth in Exhibit 29 on a 

coordinated project is in place today for unbundled 

loops .  And we do do coordination of projects. 

The concern that we have with going all 

the way to the details on the managed cut is it talks 

about all the different parties that need to be on line 

simultaneously. And when you are dealing with strictly 

a number-portability change, all you are dealing with 

is you have got central office work. So you are in a 

situation where -- excuse me -- where you have central 
office technicians and you have your translation people 

in the office doing the physical work. 

When you introduce unbundled loop, we 
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also then may be dealing with outside technicians. And 

we -- as we were looking through the difference between 
some of the details that were spelled out in the 

managed cut, versus what we're currently doing with a 

coordinated project, there were concerns about how it 

tied with who had to be available on the line, when 

they had to be available on the line, and felt that it 

was -- it may be too restrictive for a loop with number 

portability because it talks about all employees being 

connected together and on line and is it does not 

necessarily work. 

So what we tried to do was draft the 

language that said, If you want us on line with you 

during the cut, we'll stay on line with you. We will 

do a coordinated project with you -- which we currently 

are doing today. We don't call it managed cut in 

loops, we do a coordinated project. 

So -- excuse me. 

(Pause. ) 

MS. LISTON: What may have happened with 

the semantic issue is, yes, we do do a coordinated 

project with number portability and loop. Internally, 

we don't call it a managed cut. Externally, it may 

l o o k  very much like a managed cut because we do the 

coordination and we do stay on line if they want us to 
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stay on line with them. 

But we felt that some of the language on 

the managed cut was too restrictive and did not always 

apply within the unbundled loop. And that's why we 

tried to craft some generic language for it. 

MR. WILSON: Well, I guess it seemed to 

us that the managed cut gave us a lot more -- a lot 

better process than what we have heard about the 

coordinated cut. So I guess that's -- our problem is 

that the managed cut language has been negotiated -- it 

originated with language that was hammered out in 

outside sessions between AT&T and Qwest and it gives us 

what we need for large customers whether it's a 

CLEC-provided loop or a Qwest-provided loop. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, what is it you are 

getting out of that, other than the right to have 

designated people on the line the whole time? Is there 

anything else? 

MR. WILSON: I think that's the main 

thing. I think some of the other terms -- 

MS. DeCOOK: Well -- 

MR. WILSON: -- are important too. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well -- 

MS. DeCOOK: I would add that there is 

extensive discussion in this section about hours and 
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managed cuts out of hours, pricing that's different. 

You know, the -- the whole managed-cut process, because 

it's involving a large business usually and needs to be 

project managed, oftentimes occurs out of hours. So it 

was -- it was a problem that we were dealing with, 

simultaneously managing the cut as well as ensuring 

that we could get it at the hours that the business 

wanted it. 

And you will see that in 10. -- let me 

see if he can find the number 10 .2 .5 .4 .  Well, I think 

three or four paragraphs down -- subparagraphs down, 

where it says, The CLEC -- it talks about the out of 

hours or normal hours and defines normal business hours 

and then defines out of hours for this purpose. 

And then it has -- the next paragraph has 

how the managed cut is going to be priced, how it's 

going to be -- what the components of the pricing are. 

I think it has a lot more than what's currently in the 

SGAT and even what's in this proposed language. 

And -- and, you know, I -- I go back to 

my view that when Qwest first adopted -- first 

presented its -- its SGAT language on this issue, it 

started with the concept that local number portability 

and the coordination of that related exclusively to 

unbundled loops. It had nothing in the LNP section, to 
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In the 7/21/2000 Arizona SGAT I'm looking 

at, which was one of the first evolutions of the 

transition of Qwest to responding to our issues, 10.2.1 

says: Qwest will coordinate LNP with unbundled loop 

cutovers in a reasonable amount of time and with 

minimum service disruption. There is no reference to 

Section 9 at all. 

And then, further down in paragraph 

10.2.10 is the managed-cut section, which is exactly 

the same as the section that you have before you now. 

There is no reference anywhere in here to CLEC-provided 

loops. 

So I think it was always intended to 

apply to unbundled loops and that's the way our 

negotiations occurred and practice has occurred. 

MR. STEESE: You know, Becky -- and 

again, this is not pointing fingers -- but I've talked 

to Ms. Bumgarner at length about this and she has never 

thought -- and she's been involved in every iteration 

of 10.2 -- she has never thought that it applied to 

anything but LNP alone with your loop. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well -- 

MS. DeCOOK: I don't know how you can 

dispute this particular provision -- set of provisions 
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in the SGAT. I mean, clearly it's something that you 

filed. It has no reference to Section 9, it has no 

reference to CLEC-provided loops, and it has a 

reference to managed cuts. So I'm not sure how you can 

say that it -- you know, it was never intended to apply 

to unbundled loops. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, I'll say this: 

Whether it was or not, I can tell you disagree. But 

we're not going to get to a resolution of this by 

arguing some kind of estoppel or -- I forget what the 

word is when you plead it one place and try it a 

different way. That just isn't a solution. 

I think what I'm getting out of this is 

that Qwest prefers to address this more generally in -- 

in the UNE loop context because it feels that some of 

the detail in the 9.2.2.4 context is inappropriate. 

MR. STEESE: You mean 10.2.2.4. 

MR. ANTONUK: 10.2.2.4, sorry. 

And I hear AT&T saying they draw great 

comfort from the specificity in the section I just 

misidentified. 

If that's right, and if Qwest's only -- 

if Qwest's concern is -- not to take away anything from 

10.2.2.4 that is relevant -- then it seems to me the 

right way to go about this is for you to take 
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10.2.4.4 -- 

MS. DeCOOK: 5.4. 

MR. ANTONUK: 10.2.5.4 and just mark the 

things that you think are details that are 

inappropriate and see whether the things that you would 

mark are things that AT&T would agree need to be 

tweaked or made more general or just made specific in a 

different way for this context. 

MR. STEESE: I think that's fair. We'll 

look at that over the -- over the evening and see if we 

can't bring something back. 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. I think that's the 

only process that's going to tell us whether we have a 

substantive or semantic problem. You have got five 

minutes left, folks. 

MR. STEESE: You know, let's try one more 

issue. 

We re-baselined the repair language and 

we will circulate that and mark that as Exhibit 30. 

MR. ANTONUK: So far I have a take-back 

on all the take-backs. 

(Qwest Exhibit No. 30 marked for 

identification.) 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. ANTONUK: Okay. Help me again, 
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Mr. Steese, what issue did this relate to just, so my 

notes stay clear? 

MS. LISTON: This is the maintenance and 

repair issue, number -- oh, I lost it. 

MR. STEESE: 24. 24-B -- Issue 24-B. 

And we have a page, just for FYI. You will notice that 

the copy is poor and it has lines going across; and 

then it looks like we've deleted a line. That was not 

intended. 

MR. ANTONUK: Any. 

MS. LISTON: And it's 24, not 24-B. It's 

24-A and 'C. 

MR. ANTONUK: So any of the lines that go 

all the way across the page aren't striking anything 

out? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

MR. STEESE: Kara, can you read into the 

record the middle portion of 9.2.5.2 so everyone 

understands what is and is not there, just to make sure 

people are clear? 

MS. SACILOTTO: All of 9.2.5.2? 

MR. STEESE: Just the words that start, 

If the trouble is -- 

MS. SACILOTTO: If the trouble is on the 

end-user side of the demarcation point -- delete NID -- 
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and the CLEC authorizes Qwest to repair the trouble on 

CLEC's behalf -- then strike the words "from the 

trouble" through "trouble isolation" and add the text , 

Qwest will charge CLEC the appropriate additional labor 

charges set forth in Exhibit A. If the trouble is on 

the end-user side of the demarcation point and Qwest 

does not repair the trouble, CLEC will be charged a 

dispatch charge in addition to the maintenance of 

service charge, both of which are set forth in Exhibit 

A. 

MS. KILGORE: Does Qwest have any 

definition around these new descriptors of charges 

other than whatever the amounts may be that show up in 

the exhibit? For example, what is a maintenance of 

service charge; what is it compensation for in 9.2.5.1? 

MR. STEESE: It is the trouble isolation. 

It is the name used to isolate trouble as referenced in 

Exhibit A in the miscellaneous charges. 

Mr. Kopta, if you will recall, said 

trouble isolation charges are not specifically listed 

in the miscellaneous charges; and the words used are, 

maintenance of service charges. So that is the cost to 

isolate trouble. 

MR. KOPTA: This is Greg Kopta. 

In 9.2.5.2, I notice that you didn't make 
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any change on the collocation equipment cabling and 

other cross-connects. Did you feel like that was 

sufficiently identified so that it doesn't need to be 

changed in terms of specifying those circumstances in 

which Qwest may be providing the cabling or the 

cross-connects as opposed to the CLEC? 

MR. STEESE: We did not think that was 

necessary to the extent that -- let me make sure I 

understand the question before I say that. 

When you are talking about the 

collocation, are you saying if you self-provision the 

cross-corrects, then the cost would be your cost; if we 

provision, the cost would be ours; is that the 

quest ion? 

MR. KOPTA: Those are the two different 

examples that I used earlier in terms of when the 

facilities would be Qwest's and within Qwest's proposal 

control and when they would be within the CLEC's 

control. 

MR. STEESE: Let me ask you a question -- 

we're talking about unbundled loops: When you take an 

unbundled loop as a general rule -- this isn't 

required, Ken, I realize that -- but as a general rule, 

you go to an ICDF, which is the demarcation point, and 

then the cross-connect from that when you provision -- 
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or we do on your behalf -- is considered your network. 

MR. KOPTA: And so from your perspective 

the interconnection tie pair which is the facility that 

runs from the collocation space to the ICDF would be 

the CLEC's facility; and if the problem is on the ITP, 

then that's the CLEC's network or CLEC's responsibility 

to repair? 

MR. STEESE: If you are talking about the 

facility that runs from the ICDF to the collocation, if 

the trouble is isolated to it, is it considered in our 

network? Yes. 

MR. KOPTA: So that's even if Qwest is 

the party that's providing the ITP as opposed to the 

CLEC -- I mean, there is an element -- I realize we're 

sort of crossing back over into a prior workshop, but 

there is an element where Qwest provides the ITP. 

MR. ANTONUK: And you pay for it on a 

monthly basis. 

MR. KOPTA: We pay for it on a recurring 

and nonrecurring basis. 

MR. ANTONUK: And I guess my rule of 

thumb is always, if you are paying -- if you are 

renting it, they are repairing it. 

MR. KOPTA: That's kind of what my 

thought is, as well, which is why we had this concern 
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with this language. It's not clear. 

MR. STEESE: When you are talking ITPs, 

as a general rule the ITP goes from the COSMIC to the 

ICDF. That would be ours. But then now you have to 

get from the ICDF to your collo that is not an ITP, as 

I understand it. 

Mr. Hubbard, would you make that clear? 

MR. HUBBARD: That is correct the way you 

stated that. The ITP is from the MDF or COSMIC frame 

to the ICDF. 

MR. KOPTA: Then what is the facility 

from the collocation space to the ICDF? 

MR. ANTONUK: And who put it there? 

MR. HUBBARD: I'm thinking on that. I 

would have to look that up for sure. 

MR. KOPTA: Well -- 

MR. HUBBARD: I'm relating back to my 

cost-docket days. 

MR. KOPTA: I appreciate your 

flexibility. 

But, you know, what you are describing 

sounds an awful lot like the SPOT frame, and I think 

we've gotten away from that. And my understanding -- 

certainly subject to correction -- is that the facility 

that goes from the CLEC collocation space to the 
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ICDF -- or eventually to the MDF or the COSMIC -- is an 

ITP. That whole facility is an ITP. 

MR. HUBBARD: All right. I think we may 

have been talking past each other. You can now have a 

collocation basically -- and ITP basically all the way 

from the MDF to your collocation cage -- direct 

connection, I believe it's called -- that's a 

difference, but there is also a rate for an ITP between 

the COSMIC frame and the ICDF. 

And I'm going back to line sharing type 

of cost dockets. That is an ITP, there. 

The -- I can't think of what -- tie 

cable -- tie cable rate is from the ICDF to the 

collocation cage. 

MR. KOPTA: Well, without sort of redoing 

collocation, this language just says cabling. And so, 

to my mind, I'm not sure whether that means the cabling 

from the collocation space to the ICDF or whether it's 

the direct connection between the collocation space and 

the COSMIC frame or the MDF; and there are options 

whereby the CLEC can provide that facility and options 

whereby Qwest will provide that facility. And this 

language doesn't differentiate between those two 

circumstances. 

MR. STEESE: Rather than -- I think I can 
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help us here. We believe that you own that facility, 

as a general rule; but just to ensure that the 

circumstances, if it were to arise, were that we were 

to own that facility, that we would add the words 

and/or cross-connects owned by CLEC. So that way if 

it's our facility and we're leasing it to you, we're 

not going to charge you; but if it's owned by you, then 

it's your cross-connects. 

Would that solve the problem? 

MR. KOPTA: Partly. I know that in some 

circumstances XO has provided the cabling to Qwest for 

Qwest to install; and so Qwest has done the 

installation, but the CLEC has provided the cabling. 

So under those circumstances the CLEC 

would technically own the cabling, but they wouldn't 

have any control over it; Qwest would have installed 

that and would have dominion, if you will, over that 

facility . 
MS. LISTON: No, I don't think -- I think 

in that scenario, because you provided the cabling -- 

and it kind of gets into another set of semantics, and 

I'll use the analogy on inside wire -- just because we 

did the work to install the cable for you doesn't mean 

that we own it. 

And I'll just ask the experts to make 
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sure I'm correct on that. But I think in that scenario 

where you provided wire, basically what we would have 

done is install it on your behalf. Am I correct in 

that statement? 

MR. HUBBARD: Basically that's an option 

that we've allowed the CLECs to incorporate into their 

interconnection agreements for collocation. They have 

the option of either purchasing or leasing the cable 

from us or providing the cable. If they think they can 

get it at a cheaper price than we can get it, they can 

provide the cable. 

But, remember, once it's placed in the 

CO, it's basically owned and maintained by us because 

it's there forever. 

MR. ANTONUK: Well, and that -- and that, 

I think, gets us to the rub: Should the maintenance 

and repair responsibility rest with the person who has 

got control over its operation; because this -- this 

section isn't -- does not make maintenance 

responsibility a function of who is responsibility for 

the operation -- 

MR. KOPTA: And -- 

MR. STEESE: And in our view, if it's 

your facility -- if you own it and we maintain it for 

you, and we have to dispatch someone to fix your 
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equipment, it's at your cost. It is your equipment. 

It is your network. And so that is clearly our view: 

If you own it and we fix it, you pay for our work. 

MR. KOPTA: Well, but that raises another 

issue -- and I was going to suggest that the language 

be, instead of just, Owned by CLEC, it would be, Owned 

and controlled by CLEC, which captures the concept that 

Mr. Antonuk was talking about. 

If you are talking about ownership and -- 

and not having control, then we get into things like 

virtual collocation where Qwest has complete control 

over that, the CLEC doesn't. So you are saying the 

CLEC needs to pay for something that may have been 

caused by Qwest in the installation or maintenance of 

CLEC equipment that is virtually collocated, and that's 

problematic. 

MR. ANTONUK: And the only reason they 

might own it versus you is because they could get it 

cheaper and in effect give it to you to offset your 

costs. So that's not a very material factor in 

determining for me sort of either who owns it or who is 

responsible for it. If the only reason they -- you got 

it from them is because they could get it $2 a foot 

cheaper, that doesn't necessarily -- that doesn't sound 

like it's relevant to me to this issue. 
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MR. STEESE: I would -- 

MR. ANTONUK: And if it is, I've got a 

hunch they are probably not going to be interested any 

more in giving it to you. 

MR. STEESE: Mr. Campbell was one of the 

collocation witnesses here. He certainly can talk to 

this very issue. And what I would do is -- and he was 

sworn in earlier -- can he talk to this for a couple 

minutes? 

MR. ANTONUK: We really have to wrap this 

UP - 
MR. CAMPBELL: I think I can wrap -- or 

at least describe a couple pieces that are confusing. 

In collocation today, whether it is 

provided by the CLEC or provided by U S West, it's a 

passthrough as a nonrecurring charge; so the cable is 

owned from the collocation to where it terminates by 

the CLEC. Where it terminates is the demark for 

purposes of determining where it's CLEC facilities 

versus Qwest facilities on the ICDF. So on the CLEC 

side of the ICDF, that's now owned back into the 

collocation. The other side of the ICDF is the Qwest 

network, owned and maintained by Qwest. And we connect 

through -- the two on the service order through the 

jumper. 
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so -- 

MR. ANTONUK: SO -- 

MR. CAMPBELL: So the from the demark 

back is the responsibility, then, of the CLEC from the 

demark -- the other side of the demark back to the 

Qwest network would be the responsibility of Qwest as 

it relates to trouble isolation, maintenance, and the 

charges that we have been talking about. 

MR. ANTONUK: If it's on the CLEC side of 

the demarcation point, there are no -- there are no 

recurring charges being paid for whatever -- 

MR. CAMPBELL: That's right. 

MR. ANTONUK: -- that connecting device 

is? 

MR. CAMPBELL: That's right. They pay it 

all up front, nonrecurring. 

The recurring is associated with the 

service they are connecting. And the ITP we were 

talking about is the tie pair on the Qwest side, going 

back from the ICDF to wherever that's -- that's 

terminating. 

MR. KOPTA: So Qwest does not provide the 

facilities between the collocation cage and the ICDF; 

is that what you are saying? 

MR. CAMPBELL: Qwest can provide it, but 
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we do it as a service as part of construction of the 

collocation, itself; and it's a passthrough cost as a 

nonrecurring charge as part of your collocation quote. 

MR. ANTONUK: They are, in effect, your 

contractor. 

MR. CAMPBELL: Correct. We did it as a 

service. 

MR. KOPTA: So then the CLEC owns that 

facility between the collocation equipment and the 

ICDF? 

MR. CAMPBELL: Correct. 

MR. KOPTA: And what about the 

cross-connect on the ICDF from the CLEC-owned 

facilities to the ITP? 

MR. CAMPBELL: Actually the 

cross-connect, itself, would be on the Qwest side, if 

you will, except at the one point on the binding post 

where you wrap it down. The rest of the jumper is on 

the Qwest side of the demark. 

MR. KOPTA: And I guess the concern that 

I have is just trying to make it -- I want to try to 

avoid the conflict of saying, okay, it's really yours 

because there is something wrong with the binding post 

on the ICDF or -- or, you know, the jumper on the ICDF, 

and not getting into this kind of issue of who owns 
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what. So I just want some 

point are we responsible? 

definition that says at what 

And obviously if we have control over the 

facilities up to a certain point, then I have no 

problem with the CLEC being responsible for repairing 

anything that happens up to that point. But I want 

some definition of where that point is so there isn't 

any confusion over, you know, No, that's yours; No 

that's yours, kind of thing. 

MR. ANTONUK: Or that's yours when it 

comes to repair or mine when it comes to charging rent. 

MR. KOPTA: There you go. 

MR. ANTONUK: I think that would probably 

not be a fair rule. 

MR. CAMPBELL: And I believe then, in 

referring to Mr. Hubbard, that should be clearly 

defined as part of the demark that's established 

between the two companies. 

And, Mr. Kopta, I believe it is that 

clear, it's on the termination block. Your side of the 

termination block is the demark that you have access 

to, the other side is the Qwest network. And there is 

that small point where they come together, but that is 

the demark. 

MR. ANTONUK: For a small additional fee, 
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they will paint yours a special color. 

MR. KOPTA: Well -- and I don't have any 

problem with that. But there has been an addition of 

the term, Demarcation point, in the additional language 

which is used in this context as the demarcation point 

between inside wire and outside facilities. If we're 

going to use another term, I'm not sure whether we need 

to say, demarcation point, unless it's pretty clear in 

the definitions somewhere that it could be either or. 

But that's what I'm looking for is a phrase like, 

demarcation point, rather than CLEC's collocation 

equipment cabling or cross-connects, because I think 

that adds some more definition to the point at which 

your network ends and our network begins. 

MR. STEESE: So if we say, To facilities 

on the CLEC side of the demarcation point -- and this 

is going to have to be little d, little m, because this 

is a different demarcation point than that we've 

described at the end-user premises. 

MS. DeCOOK: You haven't created a 

defined term in the collocation context for demarcation 

point? 

MR. STEESE: No. 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay, so little d, little p 

would work. 
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MR. ANTONUK: So is it the collocation 

demarcation point? 

MS. DeCOOK: You may want to be more 

descriptive, as you suggest. 

MR. ANTONUK: CDM? 

MS. KILGORE: Chuck, you might want to go 

back and look at your UNE section, the use of the word 

demarcation point, because I just noticed in the SGAT 

Lite it's been capitalized back in 9.1 SGAT. We're 

going to get the 9.1s made little d and only 9.2 will 

be big D; but -- this is if it's going to be a little 

d. 

MR. STEESE: So if we put on the CLEC 

side of the demarcation -- on facilities -- let me read 

it: If the trouble is isolated to the centxal office 

or a Qwest facility, Qwest will repair without charge, 

as long as the trouble is not attributed to facilities 

on the CLEC side of the demarcation point? 

MS. DeCOOK: I agree with Mr. Antonuk, 

that you might want to consider adding collocation 

demarcation point. 

MR. ANTONUK: Or some -- or pick the word 

of your choice. 

MS. DeCOOK: Just for clarification, 

because I'm not sure down the road whether big D and 
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little d is going to do it. 

MR. STEESE: The issue there is, it might 

be on an ICDF, it won't be necessarily on the 

collocation. That's the only issue with collocation. 

MS. LISTON: What if we called it, A 

central office demarcation? 

MS. DeCOOK: Okay. 

MR. STEESE: That's fine, On the central 

office side of the demarcation point. 

MR. ANTONUK: Does that resolve 

everything under 24-A and C -- 24-A and C I thought was 

a little more complex than that. 

MS. YOUNG: I had a question that I just 

really hesitate to bring up, but I will. 

Jean, I'm not asking for additional 

charges, just clarification. 

In the scenario at the -- it's the very 

last of 9.2.5.2, if the trouble is isolated to CPE and 

on an end-user basis it indicates that Qwest will 

charge CLEC the appropriate additional labor charges 

assuming the CLEC authorizes Qwest to do that repair on 

their behalf. If the CLEC does not authorize Qwest to 

do the repair, they are charged -- the CLEC is charged 

is dispatch charge in addition to a maintenance of 

service charge? The first scenario you would have also 
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dispatched, is the dispatch included in the additional 

labor charges and doesn't this assume a truck roll? Is 

it necessary that there would be a truck roll in every 

instance? 

MR. STEESE: When you look at -- there's 

two different scenarios: First, the maintenance of 

service charges, the trouble isolation; so we're just 

isolating the trouble. The dispatch charge is for us 

to now go -- we had to dispatch a truck to go out there 

and say, Oh, it's in your end-user customer's 

equipment. And you say, Fine, we'll take care of it, 

you don't fix it. 

M S .  YOUNG: Right. But -- 

MR. STEESE: But then the third charge is 

if you actually say, No, go ahead and fix it; then it 

is the third charge, which -- additional labor charge. 

And so if we do the work, additional labor charge; if 

we just role the truck, dispatch charge; and the third, 

if we trouble isolate it, it's a maintenance of service 

charge, and that's how each is defined. 

MS. YOUNG: Let me make sure I understand 

this. In the scenario where we're out at an end-user 

premise and you have isolated the trouble to the CLEC 

end-user; and the CLEC says, Yeah, go ahead and fix it 

for me, I don't want to deal with it; would the CLEC be 
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assessed a dispatch charge -- yeah, I say that -- a 

dispatch charge, a maintenance of service charge, and 

additional labor charge? 

MR. STEESE: The additional labor charge 

would be gone if you -- no, we're fixing it for you? 

MS. YOUNG: Yes. 

MR. STEESE: Then there would be no 

dispatch charge. 

MS. YOUNG: That's what I was trying to 

get at. That's sort of included then in the additional 

labor charge? 

MR. STEESE: Yes. 

MS. YOUNG: Thanks. 

MR. ANTONUK: Here's where we are. I 

know we have a -- on Sub-issue A there is something 

that looks like it's impasse. It looks like you all 

might have some things that -- of interest that you 

might want to discuss among yourselves this evening; 

and then in the morning you can tell me whether that -- 

that led to anything or not. 

But the buzzer has just rang, so no more 

shots count today. 

So we're going to be at rest until 9:00 

in the morning. 

(Whereupon, the workshop recessed at 5 :20  
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9.2.6. Spectrum Management 

T.1’E&4%%Qwest will provide 2/4 Wire non- 
loaded Loops, ADSL compatible Loops, ISDN capable Loops, xDSL-I capable 
Loops, DS-I capable Loops and DS-3 capable Loops (collectively referred to in this 
Section 9.2.6 as “xDSL Loops”) in a non-discriminatory manner to permit CLEC to 
provide advanced services to its end user customers. Such Loops are defined 
herein and are in compliance with FCC requirements and guidelines recommended 
by the Network Reliability and lnteroperability Council (NRIC) to the FCC, &such 
as guidelines rlniincrrlset forth in T I H . 4 1 7 H  

9.2.6.2 When ordering xDSL Loops, CLEC will provide Qwest with 
appropriate information using NC/NCI codes to describe the power spectral density 
mask (PSD) for the type of technology CLEC will deploy. CLEC also agrees to notify 
Qwest of any change in advanced services technology that results in a change in 
spectrum management class CUX-weson the xDSL Loop. Qwest agrees CLEC 
need not provide the speed or power at which the newly deploved or changed 
technology will ttatwmk ‘ operate if the technology fits within a generic PSD mask. 

9.2.6.3 If CLEC wishes to deploy new technology not yet designated with a 
PSD mask, Qwest and CLEC agree to work cooperatively to determine spectrum 
compatibility. Qwest and CLEC agree, as defined by the FCC, that technology is 
presumed acceptable for deployment when it complies with existing industry 
standards, is approved by a standards body or by the FCC or Commission, of if 
technology has been eployed elsewhere without a “significant 
degradation of service”. 

9.2.6.4 Qwest recognizes that the analog T I  service traditionally used within 
its network is a “known disturber’’ as designated by the FCC. Qwest will spectrum 
manage this technology as defined in its spectrum policy and agrees that any future 
“known disturber” defined by the FCC or the Commission will be managed as 
required by FCC rules. 

9.2.6.5 If either Qwest or CLEC claims a service is significantly degrading the 
performance of other advanced services or traditional voice band services, then that 
padyParty must notify the dep@wg- * causing carrier and allow #+&-the causing 
carrier a reasonable opportunity to correct the problem. 
-Upon request, 
within forty-eight (48) hours,Qwest will provide CLEC with &evan.&binder group 

. .  . .  . .  

[Ex JML-4 9.2.6.spectrum l m g u a g e . d o c ~ ]  6/5/014ws% 



information including cable, pair, and PSD class to allow CLEC wMkaWw& * to notifv 
the causing carrier. €bw&+gxc~, qxx rcqwrt, 

If m e r  
LbY I 

9.2.6.6 If CLEC is unable to isolate trouble to a specific pair within the binder 
group, Qwest, upon receipt of a trouble resolution request, will perform a main frame 
pair bv pair analvsis and provide results to CLEC within five (5) business days. 

9.2.6.7 If Qwest reiects CLEC's request to deploy an advanced services 
technologv on a Qwest provided Unbundled Loop, CLEC may submit such denial for 
resolution under Section 5.18 of this Agreement. 
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